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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education ( ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 28036 /F1/73/H . Edn . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 26th June 1974 . 
A provisional gradation list of Principals in Government Colleges under 
the Collegiate Education Department as on 1-1-1972 is published as 
appended to this notification . Objections and suggestions, if any, on the 
final publication of this list received on or before 31-8-1974 will be 
considered by Government. 


By order of the Governor, 
P. K. UMASHANKAR , 

Special Secretary 
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Gradation List of 

Date of Ist 
Date of appointment 
birth 

to Government 

service 


Name 


Si. 
No. 


(1 ) 

( 2 ) 
1 . Dr. C. S. Venkateswaran 
2. Dr. K. Bhaskaran Nair 
3. Korah M.Mani 
4 . V. R. Pillai 
5 . Kumari M. Varghese 
6 . A. S. Narayana Pillai 
7 . A. Chandrahasan 
8 . Annamma Varkey 
9 . Dr. P. K. Narayana Pillai 
10 . B. Anandavally Amma 

P.S. Velayudhan 
12 . Mary Ponnan 
13 . Paul T. Varghese 

E. P. Narayana Pillai 
15 . V. P. Kannan Nair 
16 . K .. Varghese 
17 . P. S. Raghavani 
18 . Dr. N. S. Warrier 
19 . C. P.Kesava Tharagan 
20 . V. Gopalan Nair 
21 . K. Madhava Menon 
22 Dr. Mrs. Molly Thomas 
23 . C. C. Divid 
24. T. R. Subbayyan 
25 . S. Janardhana Iyer 
26 . K. Sivaramakrishna Iyer 
27 K.Venkatesan 
28 K. S. Lekshmana Panicker 
29 H. J. Sowdararaj 
30 Hellan David 
31 . K. K. Neelakanian 

R. Ramach dra Iyer 
33 . R. Suryanarayanan 
34 . Esther Hallggua 
35. K. X. John 
36. K. Kunhipacky 
37. K. S. V. Shenoi 
38 . V. Asanthinarayanan 
39 . K. Lamachandran 

K. C. Paily 
41. S. Guptan Nair (on deputation ) 
42. M. Y. Prabhakara Menon 


( 3 ) 

(4 ) 
29-5-1904 

28-5-1943 
25.8-1913 

19-6-1939 
29-5-1908 14-11-1935 
7-12-1909 

11-7-1939 
2-6-1912 

1-8-1939 
19-8-1913 16-11-1936 
10-12-1907 

6-1-1936 
23-1-1905 

3-7-1928 
25-12-1910 112-7-1937 
17-8-1902 

2 +-7-1923 
27-4-1913 

8-9-1936 
10-11-1907 17-10-1932 
1-9-1911 

17-6-1934 
9-12-1908 

1-11-1938 
6.9-19067 3-7-1929 
8-1-1910 

8-11-1934 
4-11-1913 

18-6-1944 
9-12-1914 

27-8-1941 
15-7-1909 

23-1-1935 : 
15-10-1915 

22-8-1947 
29-7-1916 

12-7-19 + 1 
23-1-1921 28-11-1918 
12-12-1917 

11-9-1944 
-7-1925 

21-6-1946 
Expired . 
23-8-1919 13-11-1942 
27 - + - 1919 

10-7-1947 
28-6-1917 

4.1-1943 
10-6-1916 

19-8-1947 
12-3-1915 

29-6-1942 
15-4-1923 27-8-1945 
24-6-1917 

11-6-1942 
7-5-1924 

3-7-1946 
19-9-1924 

12 7-1916 
21-7-1095 M.E. 12-8-1947 
25-3-1923 

23-8-1947 
6-2-1920 25-10-1942 
30-10-1918 17-10-1946 
12-12-1096 ME. 16-9 1923 
25-10-1994 M.E. 6-9-1947 
21-8-1920 10-11-1946 
22-1-1924 

30-7-1945 


32 . 


3 . 


Principals as on 1-1-1972 
Date of 

Date of 
appoinment 

appo ntment 
to ihe Present to the present 
grade 

station 
(5 ) 

(6 ) 
Retired . 

do . 


Date of 
superannua. 


Scale of 

pay 


tion 


(7 ) 


( 8 ) 


do . 


do . 


d ). 


do . 
do , 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
28-3-1972 A. N. 
Retired . 
24-6-1964 


28-3-1972 A. N. 


1300-1700 


31-3-1976 


23-6-1971 


800-1100 
800-1100 


31-3-1980 
31-3-1975 


18-10-1972 
Voluntarily . 


31-7-1970 


700-1000 


30-4-1978 


.. 


22.5-1968 
Retired . 

do . 
do . 

do . 
18-8-1959 
Expired . 
16-7-1968 
26-6-1969 
26-6-1969 
26-6-1909 
26 - t -1969 
27-10-1969 
23-11-1970 

15-9-1971 
14.10-1971 
14-10-1971 


4-7-1969 
18-7-1970 
29-5-1973 (as Dy. DCE ) 
18-10-1972 do . 

11-1-1971 
14-10-1970 

6-9-1971 
5-7-1973 
1-11-1971 


800-1100 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


31-5.1979 
31-3-1979 
31-3-1975 
31-3-1976 
31-3-1975 
31-3-1974 
31-3-1976 
3-6-1974 
31-3-1975 
31-3-1979 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 41078 /A4/71/ LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 25th May 1974 . 
In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 40 of the Motor 
Transport Workers Act, 1961 (Central Act 21 of 1961) , the Government of 
Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala Motor Trans 
port Workers Rules, 1962, the same having been previously published as 
required by sub-section ( 1) of the said section . 


AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules, for Form IX , the following Form shall be substituted , 
namely : 


FORM NO. IX 
Register of Workers 

Part - Adults . 
Part II - Adolescents. 


Name 


SI. 
No. 


Father s 


Residential 

address 


Date of birth 
if an adolescent 


name 


( 1) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


Nature of 
work 


Date of 
entry 

in 
service 


Letter of No. & date of 
Groups as certificate 
in noiice of fitness 
of period 
of work adolescent 


Date of 
termina 
- tion of 
service 


Remarks 


of an 


(6 ) 


(?) 


(3 ) 


(9 ) 


( 10 ) 


( 11) 


By order of the Governor 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 
Secretary. 

[P.r.o.] 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to bring out 
the main purport). 

Gover ment propose to make provisions in the Motor Transport 
Workers Rules, 1962 made for the registration of workers in the Bus Trans 
port Industry by the employers. At present there is no provision for this in 
the Motor Transport Workers Act and Rules made thereunder. Govern 
ment consider that an amendment to Form No. IX . (Register of workers) 
prescribed under Rule 35 of the Kerala Motor Transport Workers Rules, 
1962 incorporating therein two more columns such as (1) date of entry in 
service ; and (2) date of termination of service should serve the purpose. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department , 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 136 /74 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th February 1974 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of 
the dispute between themanagement of M / s. Thomas Steapien & Co., 
Quilon , and their workmen represented by the Thomas Steaphen 
& Company Staff Association , Quilon received by Government 
on 13-2-1974 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act , 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Under Secretary . 
IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , ALLEPPEY 
Dated this the 11th day of February , Nineteen hundred and 

Seventy - four 

Present : 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF, B.Sc., B.L. 

Industrial Tribunal. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE.No. 47 OF 1970 

Between 
MESSRS. THOMAS STEAPHEN AND COMPANY 

QUILON 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above concern represented by the 
Thomas Steaphen and Company Staff Association , 


Quilon 


For Management. 


Representations: 

Shri K. V. R. Shenoi, 
Advocate , 
M /s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam : 
Shri N. Raman Pillai. 

Advocate , Quilon . 
G. A - 36 /MC. 


For Union 


2 


AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G. O 
Rt. No. 1373 /70 /LSWD dated 29-8-1970 . The only issue referred 
for adjudication is " dismissal of Shri S. K. Thyagarajan ". 

2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and the Staff 
Association submitted a claim statement for and on behalf of the 
workman concerned in the dispute . The contentions of the 
Association are as follows: 

The issue referred for adjudication relates to the justifiability 
or otherwise of the dismissal of Shri S., K. Thyagarajan by the 
Management of M /s. Thomas Steaphen & Co. Ltd., and the remedies ; 
allowable to the employee concerned and the Association . Shri 
Thyagarajan was a clerk under the Management and has put in 
15 years of continuous service under them . He was discharging 
his duties loyally and faithfully till be was dismissed from service 
by the order of the Management dated 13-4-1970 . On 16-3-1970 
Shri Thyagarajan was served with a charge memo by the Manager 
raising certain baseless allegations against him . The allegations 
were that on 14-3-1970 at about . 10 am . he left his work -spot 
unauthorisedly and went to the Clay Yard and obstructed tree 
climber Narayanan who was plucking coconuts from the trees 
standing there. By the Charge memo Shri Thyagarajan was 
suspended from duty pending enquiry . Shri Thyagarajan submitted 
his explanation on 17-3-1970 where in he denied both the charges 
and contended that the misconducts were maliciously foisted on 
him because of the previous enmity of the Manager towards him 
on account of the following reasons : 

(i) He, as a share-holder of the Company opposed the 
proposal to extend the tenure of office of the Manager at the 
lieneral Body of the Company held on 2-3-1970 . 

(ii) The coconut trees in question were standing in a plot 
,belonging to the Company which along with some other plots , 
were under lease hold possession of his father for the past 20 years. 
After termination of service of his father who was also an employee 
of the Company , the Manager was trying to evict him from the 
leasehold property which was successfully resisted by the delin 
quent s father. The Management has therefore initiated disciplinary 
steps against Thyagarajan to bring 

additional pressure 

on his 
fatlier to submit to the vietates of the Manager with regard to 
ale luase -hold property . 

The Manager proposed to conduct a domestic enquiry after 
getting the explanation and appointed the Law Oficer of the 
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Company as the enquiry officer. The enquiry proceedings and the 
findings of guilt by the enquiry officer and the consequential dis 
missal order by the Manager are vitiated and are to be set aside 
for the following among other reasons: 

( a) The enquiry was conducted quite partially by the enquiry 
oNicer. 

(b ) The enquiry officer has himself initiated the charges 
against the delinquent and instigated the Manager to start the 
disciplinary steps against him . 

(c ) The enquiry officer himself was discussing matters with 
the Manager , persuading him to conduct the enquiry and finally 
figuring himself as the enquiry officer. 

(d ) The enquiry officer himself examined all the witnesses 
for and on behalf of the Management and cross examined the 
delinquent s witnesses also for the same reason . 
( e ) The enquiry 

officer las imported his own personal 
knowledge etc., to bear on the final findings . 

(f) The enquiry officer is a person closely related to the Manager 
who is the dismissing authority. 

( g) The enquiry officer has not cared to consider the motives 
of the Manager against the delinquent worker, 

(h ) The enquiry proceedings were conducted without observing 
the principles of natural justice . 

(i) The Manager was inotivated by malicious and extraneous 
consideration in charge-sheeting the employee concerned. 

(i) The Manager was hostile towards the staff Association and 
its members and especially towards the delinquent employee 
who was a very active worker of the Association . 

(k ) The Manager has initiated domestic enquiry against 
Shri Thyagarajan even on a previous occasion alleging attempted . 
theft of a lock and key. which after enquiry the Management, was 
forced to give up finally. 

(1) The witnesses examined at the enquiry were previously 
tutored by the Management and se no credence shall be given to 
their evidence. 

(m ) Tlie tree climber , who was the star witness of the Manager. 
was actually dependent on the Manager for livelihood. 

The Association concluded with a prayer that for the afore 
mentioned 

order of dismissal passed againt Shri 


a 


reasons the 
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Thyagarajan may be set aside and the Management may be directed 
to reinstate the worker with full back wages and continuity of 
service . 

The Association has also prayed for their costs in the pro 
ceedings. 

3. The Management submitted their reply statement in which 
they have contended as under :-) 

All the contentions of the Association are denied . Shri 
Thyagarajan was engaged in the service of the Management on 
15-5-1955 . He had not completed 15 years service when he was 
dismissed as claimed in the statement and he was not discharging 
his duties loyally or faithfully since there were complaints against 
him . The claim statement does not give a complete version of 
the charges. The charges mentioned in the memo are that on 
Saturday, 14-3-1970, at about 10 a. m . Sri S. K. Thyagarajan 
unauthorisedly left his workspot, went to the clay yard on the 
eastern side of the factory and obstructed the tree climber 
Narayanan who was croping coconuts from the trees standing in the 
clay yard and abused him . When the climber informed him that 
he was croping as per the instruction of the Manager, Shri 
Thyagarajan has told him that the coconuts palms are not the 
father s property of the Manager and has also threatened the 
tree climber by saying that he will break his bones if he crop 
the cocounts . The enquiry was conducted in full and proper 
compliance of all principles of natural justice The allegations 
in para 4 of the claim statement are baseless. The enquiry pro 
ceedings and the findings and the consequential dismissal orders 
are all valid and are not liable to be challenged. None of the 
reasons advanced are true or sustainable and so denied. The 
enquiry was conducted quite properly and fairly adhering to all princi 
ples of natural justice . It was not the enquiry officer who initiated 
the charge-sheet against the delinquent worker. The disciplinary pro 
ceedings were started by the Manager independently on the basis 
of a complaint. There was no reason or motive for the enquiry 
ollicer to be prejudiced against the worker . There is nothing 
irregular in the enquiry officer examining the Management s 
witnesses and cross examining the employee s witnesses and it 
Would not vitiate the enquiry . The enquiry officer did not 
import his personal knowledge . The enquiry officer is not related 
to tlie Manager as contended in the claim statement . The 
delinquent worker has never challenged the impartiality of the 
enquiry during the relevant time. The enquiry oflicer has discussed 
the alleged motives of the Manager against the worker in his report 
and has expressed his well- founded opinion thereon and the 
enquiry proceedings are unchallengable. 
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The employee was found guilty of very serious misconduct 
after a due and a proper enquiry . He was found guilty of un 
authorisedly leaving his work - spot in the Quilon Ceramics, tres 
passing into the premises of the tile factory, obstructing other 
workers from doing their duty and speaking of the Factory 
Manager in most abusive language in the presence of the 
workers The mis - conducts proved in the enquiry were so 
serious and subversive of discipline that a lesser punishment than 
dismissal would not meet the ends of justice . There were no 
extenuating circumstances also since his antecedents were bad and 
hence he was dismissed from service . 


Shri Thyagarajan was never found to be a trade union worker 
and he was never proceeded against with any false or baseless 
charges. In the previous enquiry the Management took a lenient 
view and reprimanded and warned him . The Management s 
witnesses were independent and reliable witnesses and the tree 
climber was not at all dependent on the Management for his 
livelihood . 


The Management concluded with a prayer that an 

award 
may be passed rejecting the claims of the Staff Association . 

4. The Union submitted a replication immediately repudiating 
all the allegations and contentions of the Management as per their 
reply statement . In the replication the Union has added further 
that the dispute, between the father or Shri Thyagarajan and 
the Management regarding the leasehold right of the property 
where the coconut trees in question were standing is pending 
before the Land Tribunal, as case No. 848/70 and it is the definite 
case of the Association that the present disciplinary action is a 
direct off -shot from the civil dispute and it smacks of victimisation . 
It was also added that the delinquent worker has complained 
against the partiality of the enquiry officer. Regarding the pre 
vious enquiry , it was asserted by the Union , that the present 
enquiry officer himself was the enquiry officer on the previous 
occasion and the Management has ut failed in proving the 
case and so both the Management and the enquiry officer were 
embittered against the delinquent worker . Shri Thyagarajan was 
acquitted in the earlier case not because of any lenient view of 
the Management, but precisely because of the utter falsity of 
the charge and complete lack of evidence 

5. In the meantime the enquiry proceedings were submitted by 
the Management serving a copy to the Apsociation and then the 
Union submitted an additional statement with a sanction peti 
tion in which it was contended as follows: -- 
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Since the enquiry proceedings in this case were filed by the 
opposite party after filing the replication by the Association , 
clarification has become necessary and so the additional statement 
is filed accordingly . The delinquent is a shareholder of the 
opposite party Company. Shri Thyagarajan , along with certain 
other shareholders of the opposite party Company, has filed a 
petition under Sec . 235 , 237 ete , for remedies under Sec. 385 (b ) 
and 408 , etc., of the Indian Company s Act on 27-8-1969, and the 
matter was pending investigation by the appropriate authorities . 
Under Sec. 635 ( B ) of the Company s Act, temporary protection 
is accorded to employees against dismissal, removal from service , 
etc. This protection is undoubtedly meant to safeguard the 
workers from malicious and vindictive actions from the manage 
ment for being in any way connected with the investigation of 
the affairs of the Company . Punishment in the nature of dis 
missal, etc., can be meted out in such cases only with the prior 
approval of the Company Law Board . But in the case of Shri 
Thyagarajan , who was a worker intimately connected with the 
petition leading to investigation against the affairs of the com 
pany , the opposite party should have obtained the previous 
sanction of the Company Law Board 

before 

dismissal. The 
opposite party did not do that and hence the action of the opposite 
party in dismissing him from service, without previous sanction 
of the Company Law Board , is illegal and void , apart from being 
malicious and vindictive: 

The Association concluded with a prayer that the afore-men 
tioned aspect may be heard and decided as a preliminary point 
before proceeding with the trial of the case . 

6. The Management was then given an opportunity to file 
an additional reply statement and in the additional statement 
filed by the Management they have contended as follows: 

" The dismissal of Sri S. K. Thyagarajan was not malicious 
or vindictive nor is it illegal or void . It is not hit by any provi 
sions of the Companies Act . It is admitted that Sri S. K. Thyagarajan 
the delinquent worker, is a share -holder of Thomas Steaphen and 
Company Ltd., Quilon , holding seven shares out of the 11256 
shares of the Company. But the Management was not aware 
that he is a signatory to a petition under Section 235 or Section 
237 of the Companies . Act filed against the Company. Section 
237 of the Companies Act does not at all contemplate any 
petition from any share-holder and Sec . 235 does not envisage 
any remedy under Section 385 (b ) or Section 408 of the Companies 
Act, as claimed by the Staff Association . Section 385 ( b ) of the 
Companies Act provides that no Company shall appoint or employ 
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or continue the appointment or employment of any person as its 
Manager who suspends or has suspended payment to his creditors 
or make or has made a composition with his creditors . There 
is absolutely no justification for a petition to be filed by anybody 
seeking remedy under Section 385 (b ) in respect of Thomas 
Steaphen and Co Ltd., its Manager Sri 4 . Karunakaran has 
never suspended payment to his creditors. nor has he ever made 
any composition with his creditors . The fact that Sri S. K. 
Thyagarajan has, as revealed in the additional statement , filed 
to the Central Government the alleged petition containing false 
and defamatory allegations against his employer, evidences his 
inveterate ill-will and enmity towards the Manager, which only 
makes him unfit for employment in the Company. Section 408 
of the Companies Act provides that the Central Government may 
appoint in a Company two Governnient Directors for three years, 
if the Central Government is satisfied that the all airs of the 
Company are being conducted in a manner oppressive to any 
members of the Company or prejudicial to the interests of the 
Company or to public interest. It is true that a petition under Sec. 
108 of the Companies Act containing various false and frivolous 
allegations calculated to justify , such a petition was filed before 
the Company Law Board by some disgruntled share-holders on 
27-8-1969 and that Sri S. K. Thyagarajan also was a signatory 
to that malicious petition . The prayers in that petition were 
that the present Manager should be removed from the Manage 
ment of the Company and that two Government Directors should 
be appointed in the Company for three years. The Company Law 
Board got the explanation of the Management and heard the 
parties to the petition , but granted none of the relief s claimed 
by the petitioners. It is submitted that it was unbecoming of 
a staff member to join as a party to such a baseless petition 
against his employer . Section 235 and Section 237 of the 
Companies Act provide that the Central Government may appoint 
an Inspector to investigate the all airs of the Company and to 
report thereon. It is true that an order under Section 235 of 
the Companies Act has been passed by the Company Law 
Board on 27-5-1970 on the basis of some false complaints filed 
by some disgruntled shareholders. But We were not aware that 
Sri S. K. Thyagarajan is a signatory to that petition or of the 
Jate of that petition . The petition dated 27-8-1969 is not under 
Section 235 bit under Section 408 of the Companies Act. We 
have been served with a copy of the petition . Under Section 108 
but not of that under Section 235. The investigation under 
Section 235 is now in , progress. The admitted fact that 
Sri S. K. Thyagarajan is a signatory to the petition under Section 
235 also goes to evidence his inveterate ill-will towards his 
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Manager. The dismissal order dated 13-4-1970 passed against 
Sri S. K. Thyagarajan was not passed during the course of the 
investigation under Section 235 of the Companies Act, the order 
for which was passed on 27-5-1970 . The dismissal order is not 
therefore hit by Section 635B of the Companies Act . No previ 
ous sanction of the Companies Act or approval of the Company 
Law Board was necessary for the dismissal to become valid and 
eflective . The contention that the dismissal order is illegal and 
void is not sustainable . The dismissal order is perfectly valid 
and effective. We would also submit that, even if for any reason 
this . Hon . Tribunal find that the dismissal is not in order , the 
worker is not entitled to the remedy of reinstatement, because of 
his inveterately estranged relationship with the Management." 

7. The case came up for evidence and the Union examined 
WW1, marked Exts. Wi to W6 and Ext . M1 and closed their 
evidence. Management examined MW1 and MW2, marked 
Exts. M2 to M8 and Ext. W7 and closed their evidence also . The 
matter was thereafter finally heard . 

8. WW1 is Shri Thyagarajan himself. The summary of his 
deposition is as follows: 

Chief: I am the dismissed worker in this case . I was working 
in M / s . Thomas Steaphen and Company as a clerk . I have 
entered their service on 16-4-1954 . I worked there for the first , 
year as an apprentice. I was confirmed on 16-4-1955 . I am a 
very active worker of the Stall Association . The staff members 
of the Company were memlyers of the Quilon Industrial and 
Commercial Stall Association before they became members of the 
present Staff Association. The first Union was not dealing with 
our matters properly. So on 27-4-1967 all of us resigned from the 
first association and the present Association was organised . After 
the organisation of the new Association the attitude of the 
Management was very hostile . The Management had very great 
regards for me before . I became a member of the present. Associa 
tion . I was given double increment then . But after my becoming 
a member of the present Association the Management became 
very hostile and started to trouble me inuch . My father was 
working in the Company at that time and the Management asked 
my father to prevail upon me for resigning from the present 
Association . My father also has asked me that I should resign 
my membership in the present Association . But I have refused . 
My father was the maistry and the contractor in the concern . 
Ny younger brother also was one of the maistries there . My 
father has retired from service and the contract was given to 
another person by the Company . But , the contract was given 
to the righest bidder although my father was the lowest bidder , 
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Was 


Many retired persons were given fresh jobs by the Company. My 
father also has been requesting for the same . But he was 
given only a six months extension . My father was the lessce of 
certain properties of the Company since a period of 40 years. There 
is a dispute between the Company and us regarding those pro 
perties . But that dispute has originated after the retirement of 
my father during June 1969. My father , giving hundred 
rupees to the Company as lease amount per annum . But the 
Company tried to take possession of the property by force. But my 
father was obstructing the Company from doing so . I was dismissed 
from service because I have interfered in the dispute regarding the 
matter of taking the usufructs of the properties . In the property 
dispute Police have interfered . There is a pending case in the Land 
Tribunal between us and the Company regarding these properties. 
The case is pending before the Mukkathala Land Tribunal. The 
properties would come upto 28 cents of paddy field and one acre of 
lands. This property dispute the main reason for the 
enmity of the Management against me. Myself and my father are 
shareholders of this Company. Since 6 or 7 years there is a 
dispute between us and the Management regarding the Manage 
ment of the Company. The shareholders have filed petitions 
before the Company Law Board and the Government, regarding 
the corruption etc., of the Management in the matter of adminis 
tration . Even within the Director- Board there was dispute 
regarding the same. On 27th of August 1969 thirty shareholders 
have joined together and have submitted a petition before the 
Company Law Board under Sec. 408 of the Company Law . 
am one of the signatories . My father also was one among them . The 
true copy of the said petition is marked as Ext. W1. I am the 
11th signatory in the same and my father has put his signature as 
the 13th person . 

The Management is fully aware of my part in 
the petition . The Law Board has sent a letter to the Manage 
ment regarding this petition . Even before we have filed this 
petition the Company Director - Board has deputed a retired 
District Judge for making enquiries about the administration of 
the Company. The said Judge was Mr. Abraham . In that 
enquiry I was also one of the witnesses on the side of the 
petitioners. The fact that I was also a witness was known to the 
Management since they have received the copy of the schedule of 
witnesses . Over and above that Mr. Sreenivasan , the retired 
District Judge, who was the Chairman of the Company then 
has also arranged for an enquiry: This was in connection with 
the allegation that the then Factory Manager Nr. C. Bhaskara 
Panicker has destroyed certain important records regarding the 
Company . 

The said Bhaskara Panicker is the brother -in -law of 
the Manager Director Mr. Karunakaran . In that enquiry also 
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I was one of the witnesses for the petitioner. The examination 
was conducted in the Company s Head Office. I was also 
examined . During the examination the Manager Director Mr. 
Karunakaran also was present. The notice issued to me regard 
ing the said enquiry is marked as. Ext. W2. As per our petition 
under Sec . 408 of the Company Law , the Company Law Board 
has deputed .the Regional Inspector Mr. N. 11. Iyer to make an 
inspection of the Company records and he had met me and has 
questioned me. I have also given another supplementary . petition 
after the first petition under Sec. 408 . In the supplementary 
petition I am the second signatory , It was given on 10-2-1970 . 
The true copy of the same is marked as Ext. W3. It was after 
the filing of the supplementary petition that Shri N. R. Iyer came 
there . Mr. N. H. Iyer met all the members of the stall who are 
members of our Association : The Company Management might 
have understood about Mr. N. H. Iyer s visit and his questioning 
of me. 

In the Company General Body a resolution was noved 
on 2-3-1970 for extending the period of Manager Director Mr. 
Karunakaran . I have also participated in the general body meet 
ing and I have opposed the said extension . The Chairman was 
also , present in the said meeting , in which he has read out the 
petition filed before the Law Board and the names of the peti 
tioners. In the said general body meeting both Mr. Karunakaran 
as well as Mr. Muraleedharan, the enquiry officer vere present. 
The letter was read out by Mr. Muraleedharan . Before the 
termination of the general body meeting myself and some others 
staged a walk out and went out of the meeting. Upto 1968 the 
Company has not taken 

any steps against me. 

After the 
formation of the new Association the Company Management was 
dealing with mysell and the other members in a peculiar way. 
An allegation was heaped , against me that I have taken away 
a lock and key belonging to the Company and an enquiry was 
conducted. That enquiry was also conducted by Mr. Muraleedharan . 
In the said enquiry it was not proved that I was guilty . Even 
then I was given a warning later.. One Mr. C. K. Kutty , who was 
a member of the opposite union was charge -sheeted on 7-11-1969 
by the Factory Manager Mr. Somasundaram for embezzlement etc., 
regarding the false measurement of cashew shells . Shri Kutty 
has pleaded guilty . But even then the Management did not take 
any steps against him . Another stall member Sadasivan has 
committed falsification of records regarding a boat load of clay 
and he has also . pleaded guilty . The Factory Manager reported 
to the lead Ollice on 30-10-1969 for taking disciplinary action 
But there also the Managemnt did not take any disciplinary action . 
In : nother case the Factory . Vanager Mr. Somasundaram found 
wut hatine Vikramadithyan , the sales clerk . bas loaded laundred 
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more tiles than what was prescribed and Mr. Vikramaulilliyan 
pleaded guilty on 7-8-1969. For that also the Management has 
not taken any disciplinary action . The case number beiore 
the Land Tribunal, Mukkathala regarding the lease -hold property 
is 843 of 1970 , It is not yet decided . On the date of my dismissal 
I have not left my workspot. I have not obstructed the tree 
climber or vilitied him . I have given an explanation stating all the 
facts. The enquiry was conducted by the Law Officer Mr. Muralett 
dharan . Mr. Muraleedharan has married the daughter of the Manager 
Director Mr. Karunakaran s sister . Mr Karunakaran and 
Mr. Muraleedharan have consulted each other and has charge 
sheeted me. In the charge memo, letter of enquiry , suspension 
and the dismissal orders Mr. Muraleedharan has initialled Further 
Mr. Muraleedharan has tutored all the witnesses in the enquiry 
for the Manageinent s behalf before the enquiry was started . Mr. 
Muraleedharan has cross -examined the Company s witnesses as 
well as my witnesses . The witness Narayanan in the enquiry is 
the tree climber He is a domestic servant of Mr. Karunakaran s 
house . He was tipped before he was examined . Even in the 
Company s account he was given Rs. 10. Narayanan does not 
know how to write or read . The so - called petition by Narayanan 
was written by a clerk in the factory . After the enquiry as per 
the suggestion of the enquiry officer , I have put my signature in 
a statement. That statement is not produced before the court 
by the Management. The true copy of the said statement is 
marked as Ext . W4.. The Company Law Board has issued a 
registered notice on 21-2-1970 to the opposite party. The copy of 
the same is marked as Ext. 15. The true copy of the order 
issued by the Under Secretary of the Company Law Board on 
27-7-1970 is marked as Ext . WS. I have never committed any 
mis - conduct. My prayer is that I must be reinstated in service 
with back wages . 

Cross: I was appointed on 15th of April 1955 by the Company . 
I don t have any appointment order. It was only an oral appoint 
ment The Manager has been appointing many others orally . 
I was working as an apprentice at first. In the complaint against 
the Management myself and my father and 30 others are signa 
tories . All the complainants are shareholders . I have obtained 
my share in the Company in the year 1967: There are about ten 
thousand shares in the Company . The . Company price of one 
share is Rs. 60. I have got seven shares. We have filed the 
complaint after I have obtained 7 shares. I am a worker of the 
Quilon Industrial and Commercial Staff Association : 1 aina 
meinber of the same. But I don t have any official position . The 
President of this organisation was Mr. Steaphen . The presen : 
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President is Mr. N. Raman Pillai, Advocate . The new Association 
was organised in 1967. We have submitted a demand for enhance 
ment of salary . 

I am a Commitee member in the new Association . 
There are five committee Members. After the formation of the 
new Association we have placed a charter of demands on 16-10-67 
and as per the same the salary and D. A. were enhanced. There 
after there was a partial settlement . When I was a member of 
the old Association the Management was having some interest in 
me and I was given double increment. I was working in the Head 
Office at that time. Thereafter I was transferred to the factory . 
The Manager has got a residence at Pattathanam designated as 
Kalppaka Bhavan (Q ) The paint which was sent to Kalppaka 
Bhavan was taken by you to your house and utilised by you , is 
it not ? (A ) I have never taken paint to my house and utilised the 
same. There was no such incident at that time. I have not 
written anything to the Management pleading guilty and request 
ing for clemency on this score. I do not remember whether I 
was transferred in this connection . My father was known as 
contractor as well as maistry because he doing work by 
engaging number of workers. My father had worked on daily 
rate basis as well as piece-rate basis. My father also was given 
bonus and other amenities. My father has retired from service . 
My father, has about 28 cents of paddy fields and 70 cents of garden 
lands on the basis of lease from the Company. The land is the 
compound of the factory . My father has filed a suit before the 
Land Tribunal for getting the said land assigned in his name. 1 
do not know whether Sadanandan , the 19th person in Ext. W1 
is a dismissed worker. The 13th person in Ext. W1, viz., Mr. 
Sanku is my father. The first person has put his signature 
as T. P. Sukumaran and the 10th person is Kousallya . They are 
brother and sister respectively . The 

14th person Smt. 
T. P. Madhavi is another sister: The 30th person T. P. Kuttappan 
is the brother of the first person . The 23rd 

person is another 
sister . The 7th person is the sister of the Company . Director 
Janardhanan and General Manager Mr. Karunakara Panicker. 
T. P. Kuttappan and T. P. Sukumaran are brothers- in - law of the 
erstwhile Director Mr. Sunderaswan . The majority of the 
petitioners are members of the same family. General Manager 
Karunakara · Panicker is also a member of the same family . The 
allegations in Ext . W1 are correct. In the investigation of 
Mr. Venkitaraman I have produced the Photostat report of Boat 
Repair Register. That was given to me by a shareholder. Retired 
District Judge Mr. Srinivasan has made an investigation . In that 
investigation I have given my statement. In Ext. W1 share 
holders have put their signature s . The Company has not taken 


13 


any action against them . I do not know about the decision of 
the tribunal. I have heard the domestic enquiry proceedings read 
out and put my signature on all pages . Aller reading over the 
same and after putting my signature there was some corrections 
made in the enquiry proceedings. I could understand only that 
when I received the copy. Those corrections were not initialled . 
by me. The resolution sent by me on 27-11-1970 is marked a 
Ext. Mi. That resolution was not put to vote. I have given the 
petition to the Government stating that the Manager is corrupt 
and so he must be transferred . 

9. MW1 is Shri N. Muraleedharan , · Law Officer, Thomas 
Steaphen and Company Ltd., Quilon. The summary of his 
deposition is as follows : 

Chief : I am the Law Officer of M / s. Thomas Steaphen & 
Company Ltd., Quilon since 1954. I know Mr. Thyagarajan in this 
case. I have conducted a domestic enquiry during March 1970 
concerning him . Thyagarajan has participated in the enquiry. I 
have recorded the proceedings in the domestic enquiry in my own 
handwriting, which is marked as Ext. M2 series. I have truly and 
correctly recorded Ext. M2 proceedings. Thyagarajan 

has put 
his signature on all the pages of Ext : M2 series . I have given all 
convenience to Thyagarajan to cross- examine the Management s 
witnesses. He has also examined his own witnesses . I have given 
ample opportunity to adduce all his evidence. All the documents 
which were accepted by me as evidence in the enquiry are 
incorporated in Ext. M2 series . After taken evidence Mr 

Thyagarajan has given me a statement which also is produced and 
marked as Ext. M3. It was given by him voluntarily. I have 
given my findings as a report which is marked as Ext. M4. Charge 
sheet was not prepared by me It was prepared by the Manager. 
I have not discussed with the Manager regarding the issue of 
charge - sheet . I have not tutored the Company s witnesses earlier. 
The allegation is wrong . I have no prejudice against Thyagarajan . 
I have not initiated or instigated the authorities against him : " My 
wife is the daughter of Manager Director Shri A. Karunakaran s 
sister. Thyagarajan is aware of the facts. Mr. Thyagarajan has 
not requested the Management or myself that i should not 
conduct the enquiry . I have not corrected the enquiry proceed 
ings after it was read over to Thyagarajan and after he has put 
his signatures therein . All the corrections were made before he 
put his signatures. 

Cross. I have not asked Thyagarajan to put his initials in the corrected 
portions. The complaint given by the tree climber Narayanan was not in his 
own handwriting. The complaintwas written by clerk Subramoniam of the 
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Company. The complaint is marked as Ext. W3. When Narayanan com 
plained orally to the Manager , the Manager has asked him to submit a 
written complaint. The Manager is Mr. Prakasam . He was not examined 
in the enquiry. I do not know in what circumstances Narayanan went to 
meet clerk Subramoniam . Mr. Prakasam has not instructed Narayanan to 
go and meet Subramoniam , These facts can be seen from Ext. M2 series 
pages 16 , 17 and 18. Subramonia Iyer was not examined in the enquiry. 
The coconut palms in the Company property and certain other Company 
properties were leased out to Thyagarajan s father since a number of years, 
is it not? (A ) The land was not enjoyed by Thyagarajan s father as lessee. 
The usufructs of the coconut palms were given or lease only. Is there any 
record to show that Thyagarajan s father Mr. Sanku has given up leasehold 
rights ? ( A ) The whole transaction was not on record . When Sanku 
maistry retired he has given all the dues as per the lease and theright of taking 
usufructs was also relinqished by him to the Company and the Company 
was thereafter plucking the fruits. The Company has thusonce plucked . 
fruits and itwas then Thyagarajan s father interfered and the incidentoccurred . 
When Sanku maistry retired , has he given any record to show that he has 
relinquished the leasehold rights? (A ) There is no record as such . Has 
not Sanku maistry filed petition before the Land Tribunal for fixation of 
" Pattom " and for assigning him the property ? (A ) I know that a peti 
tion was filed by him , but I do not know about the contents . Are you not 
appearing for and on behalf of the Company in that case before the Land 
Tribunal? (A ) No. I have heard about the incident in this case before I was 
appointed as an enquiry Officer . Myself and Mr. Karunakaran were not 
discussing about this matter before charge-sheet was issued to the worker . 
But I have looked into the charge -sheet whether it was drafted properly or not. 
In the usual course myself and the Manager may draft the charge-sheet 
together. It is not correct to say that myself and Mr. Karunakaran discussed 
about this matter before I was appointed as Enquiry Officer. I have myself 
conducted an enquiry against Thyagarajan previously. In that enquiry I 
have only recommended for a warning. Thyagarajan is a shareholder of the 
Company. Thyagarajan has submitted a resolution in the general body sug 
gesting the removal of Mr. Karunakaran from his position . But that was 
after the charge-sheet was given . That is already marked as Ext. Mi. 
Thyagarajan has voted against the proposal of extention to be given to Mr. 
Karunakaran in the general body meeting on 2-3-1970 , is it not? ( A ) I 
do not remember. Extension resolution was submitted . Many persons 
opposed , but that was passed . In that general body meeting myself and 
Karunakaran were present. Thyagarajan might have also been there. 
Before Thyagarajan was dismissed from service his brother S. K. Prasanna 
Rajan was also dismissed from service, is it not ? (A ) I do not remember 
whether it was before or after. Several temporary workers were retrenched . 
I do not know whether Thyagarajan was an active worker of the Staff Asso 
ciation . He was a member. It is not correct to say that after the formation 
of the Staff Association theManagement was nurturing an illwill towards the 
active workers. It is said by Thyagarajan that the Management has started 
persecuting him only after he has become an active member of the present, 
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Association and his dismissal from service, his brother s termination of service 
his father s retirement and the confiscation of the lease hold properties of his 
father, were all done by the Management because of his active work in the new 
Association , is it correct ? ( A ) It is incorrect. It is also said by him that 
he was served with the charge-sheet after two weeks of his voting against the 
Manager Director, is it not? (A ) I do not believe that charge-sheet was 
served on him because he has voted so . There are other staff members . 
who have voted against the Manager. But no steps have been taken against 
any of them . An example is the Asst. Secretary of the Union Mr. Rania 
chandran Nair .. 

Re: The first Union was formed in the year 1957. The Second Union 
was formed in the year 1967 or 1968. I have conducted enquiries against 
employees of the Company. Thyagarajan has not requested for the exa 
mination of Subramoniam and Prakasam in the enquiry. 

10. MW2 is Shri Karunakaran, Manager Director, Thomas Steaphen & 
Co. Quilon . The summary of his deposition is as follows : 

Chief : I am the Manager as well as the Director of M /S. Thomas 
Steaphen & Co., which is a public limited Company. In the capacity of the 
Manager I am managing this concern as well as the cerainic factory of the 

This concern has got a ceramic factory as well as a tile factory at 
Quilon . I know Thyagarajan . He was a clerk in the Quilon Ceramic 
Factory under mymanagement. He is dismissed from service. A domestic 
enquiry was conducted against him as per a charge sheet. After reading the 
reports and findings in the enquiry proceedings I have endorsed that he 
must be dismissed from service. The dismissal order issued to Thyagarajan 
on 13-4-1970 is marked as Exhibit M5. The staff members of the Company 
were members of the I.N.T.U.C. since 1957. But the I.N.T.U.C. Union 
is not working now . In the year 1967 all the staff membersresigned from this 
Association and formed a new Union under the banner Thomas Steaphen & 
Company staff Union . I do not know whether Thyagarajan is an office bearer 
of this union or not. We have no ill will towards any of the staff members 
for forming this new Union . Have you got any ill will towards Thyagarajan 
for joining the new Union ? ( A ) No. Shri Thyagarajan s father retired 
from service from our concern during June 1969. He was given one extension 
after retirementand then only he was allowed to retire. Is there any truth 
in the allegation that inspite of the lowest tender submitted by the father of 
Thyagarajan a contractwork , you have refused the same and accepted the 
tender of another contractor ? ( A ) Since he has retired from service and since 
second extension was not given to him we have not examined his contract. 
The group piece system which is in force in the plug mill is known as the 
contract. Sanku maistry, the father of Thyagarajan was allowed to take 
the usufructs of the coconut palms standing in a property on the eastern side 
of the factory. The said maistry was allowed to deposit the dues by instal 
ments . When Sanku maistry retired from service during June 1969 the said 
right was relinquished . Thereafter the Company is taking the usufructs 
directly . Sanku maistry las filed a petition before the Land Tribunal on 
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the basis of lease and for assignment of the property. The summons from the 
Land Tribunal were received by the company only after dismissalof Thyagara 
jan . The company is even now taking the usufructs of the trees in the property 
on which Sanku maistry claims leasehold right. It is not correct to say that 
myself and the Law Officer of the Company Mr. Muraleedharan have dis 
cussed together before issuing the charge-sheet to Thyagarajan . He was 
dismissed from service because themisconducts committed by him were proved . 
( Q ) Thyagarajan has sent a petition stating that your administration is 
corrupt, is it not ? (A ) Yes. The letter sent by Shri Thyagarajan and his 
father including 20 persons to the Sree Narayana Trust is marked as Ext. 
M6. The copy of Exhibit M6 was sent by Thyagarajan to seven others also . 
In the said letter Thyagarajan has alleged that I am embezzling money and 
administering the Company corruptly . There is no reason for such peti 
tions and there is no meaning for Exhibit M6. My wife is working in the 
Company. The Officer deputed by the Company Law Board has sent a 
report after taking evidence stating that those allegations are all baseless. The 
said report is marked as Exhibit M7. If Thyagarajan is taken in the factory 
again that will create adverse effects. He was working against me and he 

now doing the same. If he is taken back the administration of the . 
Company will be very difficult. He will be continuing his allegations against 

I am the Manager and Director of the Company since 1945.- I have 
entered the service of the Company in the year 1941. I have 
no confidence in Thyagarajan . The warning memo is marked as Ext. M8. 
The allegation of Thyagarajan when he was examined , that the mis 
conducts committed by Sadasivan , Kutty and Vikramadithyan was not 
proved is incorrect. The cashew shells which were weighed by C.K. Kutty 
were again weighed and found that the weighment of Kutty was not correct. 
The second weighment was done after two days during which time the shells 
were kept outside the factory. The clerk has filed a petition that he is not 
held to be responsible . That petition was accepted by the Management. 
The case of the other two persons were also treated like the same. 

Cross. What is the aim of producing Ext. M16 today in court? (A ) It was 
produced since he has attempted to defame me in front of the public. These 
petitions appear to be defamatory to me. But I have not taken any steps 
against Thyagarajan on this score. Weare thinking aboutthat. Now I have 
not issued any notice against Thyagarajan . I know Shri Thyagarajan has . 
sent this petition . (Q ) You have produced Ext. M6 in order to justify the 
dismissal of Thyagarajan , is it not ? (A ) Yes. Thyagarajan and his people have 
the aim of insulting me and the Company and in order to prove the same I 
have produced Ext. M6. You have produced Exhibit M6 to create diffi 
culties for reinstating Thyagarajan if it is decided by this court that his 
dismissal is unjustifiable, is it not ? (A ) Our aim is not to take back Shri 
Thyagarajan at any rate . That means you have got so much ill will towards 
Thyagarajan is itnot? (A ) No. It should be understood that Thayagarajn 
has got so much ill will against me. There was a complaint in the Board 
itself that you are conducting a corrupt administration of the company, is it 
not ? (A ) There was an allegation . Thyagarajan and his people have been 
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sending so many -baseless allegations against me to the Director Board and 
there were discussions about the same and the Company has made enqui 
ries about the same. But all those allegations were proved false . Thirty 
shareholders have filed a mass petition against the corrupt administration . 
( 2 ) In the Board the then Chairman and certain Directors were on one 
side, yourself and certain other Directorswere on the other side and the two 
sides were fighting each other , is it not ? (A ) There was some difference 
of opinion regarding certain resolution . The Company Chairman has initi 
ated an enquiry. But the enquiry was not fully conducted. In that enquiry 
Thyagarajan was a witness , is it not? (A ) The enquiry was conducted 
against the factory Manager and in that Thyagarajan was a witness. 
The enquiry was conducted on the allegation of destruction of records etc., 
by me and Manager Mr. Bhaskara Panicker . But nothing was proved 
in the enquiry. The allegations were proved baseless. What is the 
defamatory portion in Ext. M6? (A ) The defamatory portion is as follows:: 

" The executive member of Sree Narayana Trust 
Shri A. Karunakaran is the General Manager of 
Thoams Steaphen & Company. In the said 
Compnay the corrupt administration and 

embezzlement carried on by him .... 
is the portion which is defamatory to me. But it is correct to say that I have 
married a subordinate ofme in the Company. It is not an insult to me. 
is not correct to say that the marriage was conducted in the absence of my 
relatives. Our marriage was conducted in the temple. It was not a love 
marriage. I know that Thyagarajan and others have given a petition against 
me in the Company Law Board . That petition has come for discussion in the 
general body as well as in the Law Board of the Company . Thyagarajan 
and his father were shareholders of the Company at that time. I do not 
consider the action of Thyagarajan and his father as against discipline since 
they are shareholders of the Company. It is only after filing of this petition 
that Thyagarajan and his father were sent out of the Company, is it not ? 
Thyagarajan s father was given extension after his retirement. Then only 
he was allowed to retire. Thyagarajan s was dismissed from service on the 
basis of the findings in the enquiry. Thyagarajan s brother was found to be 
inefficient in his work and that is why he was sent out of service . I know 
it was discussed in the general body on 2-3-1970 about the extension of my 
official period . I do not know whether thatresolution was opposed by Thyaga 
rajan or not. Somebody has opposed that resolution . I assert that Thyaga 
rajan has opposed that resolution and voted against that resolution . 
Can you deny? ( A ) I can say only after referring the records. It 
is correct to say that Sanku Maistry was enjoying the usufructs of the paddy 
field and the property of the Company for a period of 10 to 15 years in the 
capacity of a lessee. I assert that you have realised the dues, what you say ? 
( A ) I do not remember on what item of accounts itwas entered . Is there any 
record to show that he has relinquished his rights ? (A ) when he has retired 
from service he has handed over the property to the Company, but there is 
no record to show the same. You have forcibly evicted him , is it not? 
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( A ) The Company is plucking the fruits directly . On one occasion Thyagara 
jan obstructed the tree climber and insulted thefactory Manager. The factory 
Manager was not in the scene of occurrence . He was within side of the 
factory . There is a case pending before the Mukkathala and land tribunal 
regarding his property between the Company and Sanku Maistry. You have 
stated in the reply statement that the enquiry officer is not related to the 
Manager as contended in the claim statement. This is against truth , is it not ? 
( A ) No. Niece is a close relative . But her husband is not so much a close 
relative. You have deliberately dismissed Thyagarajan from service because 
of your enmity, is it not? (A ) No. You have shown discrimination against him , 
is it not ? (A ) No. One Sadasivan who has issue receipt for clay which was 
not supplied and who has pleaded guilty on 30-10-1969, you have not taken 
any action against him , is it not ? ( A ) The Factory Manager has informed 
that he should not give money for this clay supplied ,but money was given . 
That was the ofience . You have not taken any steps against Vikramadithyan , 
who had loaded hundred more tiles over and above the accounts and he has also 
pleaded guilty but you have not taken any action against him , is it not ? ( A ) 
That was not an offence. In the first van which was loaded , there was a 
deficiency of hundred tiles and so hundred more tiles were loaded as per the 
instruction of the Station Manager. Similarly you have not taken any action 
against Kutty who has also pleaded guilty in the matter of showing more 
quantity of cashew shells than what was weighed , is it not ? ( A ) The shells 
were weighed first. After two days it wasweighed again and then the defici 
ency was found. That was the offence. 

Re : The three persons mentioned above have pleaded that if 
they have committed the misconduct they may be excused , is it not ? (A ) Yes. 

11. The learned counsels for the parties argued their cases succinctly 
and submitted elaborate argument notés respectively. 

12. The learned counsel for the Union has contended that the dismissal 
of Siri Thyagarajan is to be set aside for the following main grounds: 
( 1) That it is a patent case of victimisation for extraneous considera 

tion ; 
(11) That if suffers from utter lack of bonafides; 
(III) That there is grievous denial of natural justice to the delinquent. 

Under the first ground , viz., victimisation , the learned counsel has expati 
ated elaborately about the illwill of the Management against Shri Thyaga 
rajan for his relationship with the new Union ., viz., the Thomas Steaphen and 
Company Staff Association which was formed in the year 1967. According 
lo him Shri Thyagarajn was the “ most favoured " employee under the Manage 
ment who had been given double increments over the head ofmany of his co 
workers till the advent of the new Union and the active participation of 
Shri Thyagarajan in the same. He has also referred to the attempt of the 
Vanagement to dissuade Thyagarajan from participating in the activities of 
hew union directly as well as indirectly through his father Sanku Maistry . 
it was only after the failure of such atempts the Management has turned 
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hostile to Shri Thyagarajan and started persecuting him in many ways. 
which ultimately resulted in his dismissal from service, denial of contract 
work to his father and dischrge ofhis brother from the service of the company . 
According to the lerned counsel this was spoken to by WWI Thyagarajan and 
was more or less corroborated by MW2Karunakaran the Manager Director . 
The learned counselhas asserted that these acts of retribution cannot be taken 
as purely accidentialsince they are different parts of a well-thought-out scheme 
of inflicting lethal injuries ou an enemy. The learned counselhas thereafter 
referred to Ext. W1, the Company Law Petition , Ext. W2 the Chairman s 
enquiry, Ext. W3 supplementary company law petition and Ext.W5 the 
Law Board Secretary s letter to the Management. Ext. Wi ia a petition 
submitted by thirty shareholders of Thomas Steaphen & Company including 
Shri Thyagarajan and his father Sanku Maistry , who are also shareholders 
respectively . These 30 sharcholders have raised certain serious allegations 
of malpractice and mis -management of Company affairs by MW2 Karuna 
karan (Manager Director ) and someof his associates. Of course Shri Thyaga 
rajan as well as the other shareholders are perfectly within their right and 
competence to put forward such a complaint before the appropriate authority 
under the Company Law . This petition was dated 27th August 1969 and 
has come to the notice of the Management only through Ext. W5 which is 
the Law Board Secretary s letter to the Management from Delhi, dated 21st 
February 1970. Ext. W2 is the notice of the Chairman of the Company dated 
5-8-1969 regarding an enquiry to be conducted against MW2, the Manager 
Director in respect of certain grave allegations such as destruction of Company s 
records and molestation and threatening of employees by the Manager 
Director. Shri Thyagarajan was cited as a witness in the enquiry and he 
had to give evidence before the Chairman in the persence ofMW2Manager 
Director which was definitely not helpful to MW2. Ext. W3 is a reminder of 
Ext. W1 sent by three sharholders including Shri Thyagarajan and sent to the 
CompanyLaw Administration , New Delhi on 10-2-70 which also contained 
certain supplementary charges against MW2 Manager Director . These three 
petitioners urged immediate intervention of the Law Board in the affairs of the 
Company by Ext. W3 petition . Ext. W5 as mentioned above is the Law 
Board Secretary s letter to the Management, New Delhi, which is dated 
21-2-1970 which carried an extract of the allegation levelled against him . 
This was a real eye-opener to the Manager Director regarding Shri Thyaga 
rajan and his associates who are the shareholders and their allegations against 
him . It was quite natural that the Manager Director Shri Karunakaran took 
Ext. Wi W3as affrontory and a challenge to his authority as an employer, 
by a petty employee under him . It has to be noted here , that the charge, memo 
was issued to Sri Thyagarajan on 16-3-1970 just three weeks after Ext. W5. 
It can be easily gathered that after the receipt of Ext. W5, MW2Shri Karuna 
karan was looking out for an opportunity to book Shri Thyagarajan by book 
or crook . 

The learned counselhasalso been expatiating on the question of the dis. 
missal hit by Scc. 635 B of the Companies Act. Thereafter the learned counsel 
was dealing with the question of the property dispute which according to 
him was at the back of the dismissal. 


20 


According to WW1 Thyagarajan , his father Sanku Maistry was having 
leasehold right over the property on the eastern side of the factory for over 
a quarter of a century and was enjoying that right without let or hindrance. 
The lease amount was regularly remitted by Sanku Maistry to the Company. 
in order to wreak vengeance on Shri Thygarajan he was not only dismissed from 
service, but his father s services were terminated on ground ofsuperannuation 
withoutany further extension and although Shri Sanku Maistry was the lowest 
bidder regarding a contractwork in the factory his tender was not accepted . 
Over and above this , Shri Thyagarajan s younger brother was discharged from 
service and further the Company attempted to dispossess Sanku Maistry by 
force from his leasehold property . Thereafter MW2 was setting up his own 
tree climbers for plucking the coconuts which was naturally resisted by Sanku 
Maistry and the members of his family. The learned counsel has asserted that 
inspite of the fact that Shri Thyagarajan and his father were the employees of 
the Company they were well within their right to protect their civil rights as 
to the leasehold property and attempt to resist forcible dispossession of the pro 

perty amerating from whatever source cannot be takem as an attempt to thwart 
• lawful authority . The ed counsel has then inted out that MW2him 
self has admitted unambiguously in the cross-examination that Sanku Maistry 
was in possession and was enjoying the concerned properties for more than a 
period of 15 years and hewas also paying rent to the Company for the colle 
ction of usufructs from the coconut trees. The learned counsel then referred 
to the fact that there is no record at all to show that Sanku Maistry has surren 
dered 

his rights at any time before or after he hasretired from service . It was 
then that Sanku Maistry took up the matter to the Land Tribunal , 
Mukhathala where the same is pending as case No. 848/70. 

The learned counsel concluded his arguments regarding this point by 
referring to two cardinal points which are as follows: 

(i) MW2 arbitrarily and summarily dealt with the leasehold property 
rightof Sanku Maistry and forcibly dispossessed him therefrom , outof malice 
he cherished towards Thyagarajan and his family. 

(ii) MW2 was acting illegally and capriciously in setting up a tree 
climber one finemorning to pluck the coconuts from the plot in question and 
Sanku Maistry and his family members were perfectly within their competence 
to resist such attempt which had nothing to do with discipline on their part 
as employees under MW2. 

Regarding ground No. II , viz ., lack of bonafides, the learned counsel has 
declared at the outset that lack of bonafides cannot generally be proved by 
direct evidence and therefore it has to be gathered from the circumstances 
of each case. He has continued thatin the instantcase it has been proved that 
MW2 wascherishingmarked ill - fceling towards Thyagarajan and the members 
of his family, that the Management was on the look out for an opportunity to 
fire hina from service, that the Management was all along guilty of " double 
standards" in its treatment of the members of this Union and the other rival 
Union sponsored by the Managementand that the Managementhas deliberately 
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esculpated three other staff members , viz ., M /s. Sadasivan . Kutty and Vikra . 
madithyan inspite of the fact that they have pleaded guilty as is clear from the 
examination of MW2. 

The learned counsel has then asserted emphatically that it was MW2 who 
was acting illegally and high - handedly is usurping the civil rights of Thyaga 
rajan s family by setting up a tree climber to crop the coconuts , that he was 
taking law in his own hands and that even if it is assumed without admitting 
that Thyagarajan actually went to the spotand prevented the tree climber from 
the unauthorised act, it was only a lawfulact on his part since those trees were 
in the possession and enjoyment of his father and from which right he was 
not divested in accordance with the due process of law . 

The third ground dealt with by the learned counsel is the denial of 
natural justice. According to him there is grievous denial of natural 
justice to Shri Thyagarajan . Under this point the learned counsel 
was dealing with the enquiry officer first. It was pointed out that the enquiry 
officer Mr. Muraleedharan who is none other than the Law Officer of the 
Company is the husband ofMW2 s sister s daughter. The enquiry officer was 
not functioning as an independent enquiry officer as expected ofhim and was 
drafting the charge memo, enquiry notice, suspension order and dismissal 
order etc., along with the Manager Director, thus undergoing prior discussion 
between the two before charge-sheeting and initiating the disciplinary steps. 
It was also pointed out that the enquiry officer who wasexamined as Mwihas 
more or less admitted that himself and the Manager are drafting charge. 
sheets in the usual course. The learned counsel has then pointed out that 
the enquiry officer himself was examining in chief all the Management s wit 
nesses and cross -examining all the defence witnesses just like a Prosecutor 
appointed for and on behalf of the Management. The learned counsel 
has also alleged that the very same Law Officer was appearing for the Mana 
gement before the Land Tribunal,Mukhathala regarding case No. 848 of 1970 
which 

was filed by Sanku Maistry in respect of the lease-hold right of the 
properties belonging to the Company. The learned counsel hasalso referred 
to the fact that the enquiry officer himself was appearing for the Management 
in the instant case before this Tribunal at the initial stages and only when the 
irregularity was pointed out that he has withdrawn from the prosecution 
and engaged a lawyer for the Management. Similarly the learned counsel 
has referred to the tree climber Narayanan who according to him was only 
a domestic dependent of MW2, who was Rs. 10 by the Manager 
Director for his part played in the domestic enquiry. Regarding the com 
plaint filed by the tree climber Narayanan , it was pointed out by the learned 

counsel thatbe being an illiterate person has admitted that he has gone to the 
• Manager and the clerk Subramonia Iyer for drafting a petition and so it can 

be casily gathered that the said Manager Prakasam and Clerk Subramonía 
Iyer have shaped the compaint in such a way to suit the case of the Manager 
Director who was always on the look out for an opportunity to send out the 
delinquent. The learned counsel has also stressed about the action of the 
Management in deliberately keeping out M /s. Prakasam and Subramoniam 
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as witnesses on their side. According to the learned counsel all these facts 
would show violation of natural justice in the action taken against the delin 
quent Thyagarajan : Thereafter, the learned counsel has been dealing with 
the sworn statement ofMWI and MW2 referring to the documents produced 
by ther . After referring to the various discrepancies by these witnesses 
learned counsel has affirmed that MW1 is a witness who has very scant respect 
for truth and MW2is a witness who can never be relied on .. 

13. The learned counsel for the Management has been elaborately 
dealing with the mis -conduct alleged to have been committed by Thyaga 
rajan in unauthorisedly leaving the workspot and obstructing the tree climber 
Narayanan and insulting and abusing the Manager declaring that the coco 
nuts were not the paternal property of the Manager. He has also referred 
to the threatening of Thyagarajan that he will smash the bonus of the tree 
climber if hewould climb on the coconut tree again . Regarding the domestic 
enquiry the learned counsel has affirmed that the enquiry was conducted 
justly and properly and the findings of the enquiry officer were based on the 
evidence available and cannot therefore be characterised as perverse. He . 
has concluded the first issue by affirming that Shri Thyagarajan was dismissed 
from service formisconducts proved against him and so an award may be passed 
upholding his dismissal. 

Regarding the relief the learned counselhas pointed out that if at all it is 
found that the dimissal is unjustifiable, in no view of the matter should the relief 
of reinstatement with or without hack wages be awarded to Shri Thyagarajan . 
According to him it is settled law that it is not an invariable rule that the 
Tribunal should order reinstatement merely because the worker has been 
icgally dismissed . The learned counsel has quoted the ruling of the 

Hon ble Mr. Justice K. K.Mathew of the Kerala High Court reported in 
* 1969 I LLJ 208. He has also referred to the ruling of the Supreme Court 
reported in 1971 I LLJ 233 to substantiate his case and also the ruling of the 
Supreme Court reported in 1970 I LLJ 228. Thereafter he hasreferred to the 
evidence of the Manager Director Mr. Karunakaran who was examined 
in the case as MW2 and referred to documents like Ext.M6 and M7 respecti 
vely . Finally the learned counselhas affirmed that Shri Karunakaran had 
lost confidence in Shri Thyagarajan for the various reasons and so in view 
of the special circumstances proved beyond doubt the relief of reinstatement 
should not be granted to . Shri Thyagarajan , but reasonable compensation 
warded instead, if it is found that his dismissal is unjustifiable . 

The learned counsel for the Management has submitted an additional 
rgument notes also which is more elaborate than the original argument 
nores in which he has met all the contentions of the Union as per the argu 
ments of the learned counsel for the Union and also his argument notes. 

Regarding the plca of victimisation put up by the Union , the learned 
counsel for the Managenent has declared that there is no substance ofmerits 
whatsoever in any of the contentions since victimisation means where the 
workmen concerned is innocent and yet he is being punished because he has 
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in some way displeased the employer by being an active member of a union of 
workmen who were acting prejudicially to the employer s interests. He has 
asserted that none of the circumstances relicd upon to establish the victimisation 
are true or correct. According to him Sri Thyagarajan is only an ordinary 
member of the presentas well as the previous union and so not atall an office 
bearer. Regarding victimisation the only evidence adduced by the Union is 
the highly interested testimony ofWWIand none other. The learned counsel 
has affirmed that Shri Thyagarajan s father was not having any contract and 
no contract was denied to him . Hehas cited certain portions of the 
deposition ofMW2. Regarding the termination of employment of the brother 
of Thyagarajan the learned counsel has contended that the brother was only 
a temporary worker and along with some other workmen was retrenched 
from service on the ground of surplus requirements. He has referred 
to Ext.M7which is the final order passed by the Company Law Board 
regardimg the petition against MW2 Manager Director. According to him 
the allegations put forward by the shareholders including Thyagarajan were 
found to be wholly baseless 

untrue . The learned counsel 
has pointed out that there are other staff members 

who were 
Iso opposing MW2, but no action was taken against them by the Company . 
Regarding the assertion of the Union that the dismissal is hit by Sec. 635 B of 
the Companies Act the learned counsel has declared that it is unsustainable 
and iswithout any substance and merit since Sec. 635 B of the Companies Act 
does not prohibit dismissal for a misconduct proved against an employee in a 
properly constituted domestic enquiry. 

Regarding the ground of lack of bonafides the learned counselhas referred . 
to the three employees who had pleaded guiltybut alleged to have been let free 
According to hiin all the three were given warning. To substantiate his 
plea he has cited certain portions of the deposition of MW2. 

Regarding the question of denial of natural justice the learned counsel 
has affirmed that the domestic enquiry was held in conformity with the prin 
ciples of natural justice. Regarding the close relationship etc. , of the enquiry 
officer with the Manager Director, the learned counsel has contended that 
Thyagarajan had never.objected before the conmencement of the enquiry,at 
the commencement of the enquiry or at least in the course of the enquiry etc.,. 
According to him the charge-sheet was not issued by the enquiry officer . 
But the charge-sheetwas only shown to Mr. Muraleedharan who was the Law 
Officer of the Company and even if it was prepared by him the domestic 
enquiry does not get vitiated because of that fact. 

The learned counsel 
continued that the enquiry officer has every right to examine the witnesses 
and the domestic enquiry is not vitiated on account of this. It was also 
pointed out by him that the enquiry officer being the Law Officer of the 
Company, there is --nothing wrong in industrial law in his representing the 
Management before this tribunal. The learned counsel pointed out that the 
tree climber Narayanan was plucking nuts from the factory compound 

the 
for a long time and he was doing all jobs of the Company in 
factory premises and the Companyhas been paying him annual presents at the 
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time of Onam and there is nothing wrong in having paid it in August 1970 
also . The learned counsel has once more asserted that the Company Law 
Board has finally come to the conclusion that the malpractices alleged against 
Shri Karunakaran Manager Director are wholly baseless and untrue (vide 
Exhibit M7). The learned counsel concluded his arguments with a prayer that 
an award may be passed upholding the dismissal of Thyagarajan . 

14. On a meticulous scrutiny and an anxious consideration of all the 
contentions set up by both the parties, the documentary and oral evidence 
adduced by them and the arguments and the argument notes submitted by 
them respectively , I am constrained to hold as follows: 

Shri S. K. Thyagarajan was a clerk of M /s. Thomas Steaphen and Com 
pany Ltd., Quilon for a continuous period of 15 years. His father Sanku 
Maistry and his younger brother were also employees under the sameManage 
ment. Both Shri Thyagarajan and his father are the shareholders of M /s 
Thomas Steaphen and Company Limited . Shri Sanku Maistry was having a 
leasehold right of taking the usufructs from a portion of the property adjacent 
to the tile factory of the company and also a bit of a paddy field belonging 

the Company for period of more than 15 years. Shri 
Sanku Maistry was enjoying the usufructs of the coconut trees of the leased 
property without any let or hindrance for the whole long number 

of years. 
Shri Thyagarajan and the other staff members of the Company weremembers 
a trade union up to the year 1967 and thereafter they have resigned from the 
said union and became members of a new union which was formed under 
the banner Thomas Steaphen and Comapny staff Association , in 
the year 1967. According to Shri Thyagarajan after the formation of the new 
Union and his participation in the said union the management of the company 
was not very happy towards him and was pressurising him to discontinue his 
connection with the newly formed union and since he has refused to do the 
same, the Management became enemical towards him . The Management 
then tried to persuade his father to prevail upon him to resign from the new 
union , but there also the Management met with failure and there after the 
Managementhas declared a cold war against Shri Thyagarajan and his family 
meinbers. 

15. This allegation of Thyagarajan was not proved by adducing any 
cogent evidence . But ithas come in evidence thaton 27-8-69 Shri Thygarajan 
along with certain other shareholders of the Company has filed a petition 
under sec. 235 , 237 etc., of the Indian Companies Act against the Manager 
Director for remedies under Sec.385B and 408 before the Company Law Board 
at Delhi. This fact was admitted by the Management. The company Law 
Board thereafter started an investigation and during the pendency of this 
investigation a generalbody meeting of the Company was held on 2-3-70 in 
which a resolution for extending the tenure of office of the Manager Director 
Mr. A.Karunakaran who was examined in this case as MW2was moved and 
Shri S. K. Thyagarajan opposed the same and voted against the same in the 
presence of MW2 himself. MW2 has deposed that he was nota ware 
whether Shri Thyagarajan has voted against the resolution or not. But 
the fact remains that before Shri Thyagarajan was dismissed from service 
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he has submitted an explanation to the show cause notice issued to him , wherein 
he has specifically stated thatthe action brought forward by theMauaycinent 
is as a vendatta for his voting against the resolution for continuation of the 
tenure 

of the office of the Manager Director MW2. Therefore the version of 
MW2 that he was not aware of the same can only be considered as untrue . 
Further, the Company Law petition filed before the Company Law Board at 
Delhi was also brought to the notice of MW2 by reading the petition filed 
by the sharcholders including Shri Thyagarajan in the aforernentioned general 
body meeting dated 2-3-70 by the Chairman . Therefore it cannot be denicd 
that the fact that Shri S.K. Thyagarajan , one of the subordinate employees 
in the company , was opposing the Manager Director in the capacity of a share. 
holder was known to theManager-Director, before he wasdismissed from service. 
Itwas in these circumstances that Shri Thyagarajan was suspended from scrvicc 
on 16-3-1970 issuing a charge memo on that date . The allegations of mis 
conduct in the charge memo are that on 14-3-1970 at about 10 a, in , he has 
left his workspotunauthorisedly went to the clay yard of the factory, where a 
tree climb 

Narayanan was plucking coconuts, obstructed him and abused 
him and when he informed that he is plucking fruits as per the instructions of 
the Manager, Shri Thyagarajan declared that the coconuts are not the paternal 
property of the Manager. Against the charge memo as per the directions in it, 
Shri Thyagarajan submitted his explanation on 17-3-1970 which was received 
by the Management on 18-3-70 through registered post, in which he has 
categorically denied the alleged incident in toto. He has also stated in the 
explanation about the general body meeting dated 2-3-70 and his opposition 
to the extension resolution moved for extending the tenure of office of the 
Manager- Director and that is the reason why such an action is taken against 
him by the Management deliberately as a measure of retaliation . On 
19-3-76 a memo was issued to Shri Thaygarajan stating that a domestic enquiry 
will be conducted into the charges by Shri Muraleedharan , the Law Officer 
of the Company at 2 p . m . on 24-3-70 at the Eravipuram factory office. In 
the said memo it was not stated that the explanation submitted by Thyagarajan 
was satisfactory or unsatisfactory . Accordingly a domestic enquiry was 
conducted by Shri N., Muraleedharan , the Law Officer of the Company star 
ting from 24-3-70 and terminating on 8-4-70 . The enquiry was conducted on 
three days during this period , i. e., on 24-3-70 , 3-4-70 and 6-4-70 respectively. 
The enquiry officer submitted his report and findings on 13-4-70 and Shri 
A. Karunakaran Manager Director decided to dismiss Shri Thyagarajan from 
service on 13-4-70 itself. The dismissal order was issued on 13-4-70 i.e. on 
the same day . 

16. In a case of dismissal from service themost important ruling thatshould 
be borne in mind is the famous ruling of Their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court of India reported in 1958 I LLJ 260 , wherein Their Lordships have 
aduinbrated four infirmities which are as follows: 

(i) Victimisation and unfair labour practice. 

( ii ) Want of good faith . 
G A 36 /MC 
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(iii ) Violation of principles of nature justice. 
(iv ) On the available materials findings being completely baseless or 

perverse. 
17. As mentioned at the outset, the learned counsel for the Union has 
asserted that the dismissal is hit by all the first three infirmities and the 
learned counsel for theManagementhasrebutted the same. 

18. Victimisation and unfair labour practice.-- Regarding the question ofvictimi 
sation , themost important ruling of the Supreme Court of India reported in 
1965 I LLJ 462 has to be referred to. This ruling was passed by Their Lord 
ships Chief Justice Shri P. B.Gajendragadkar, Justice Shri K. N. Wanchoo 
and Justice Shri M. Hidayathulla , wherein it was held that " the industrial 
Tribunal could interfere with punishment when it is shockingly dispropor 
tionate to the misconduct or is such as no reasonable employer would ever 
impose in the circumstances" . In the case Their Lordships have observed 
as follows: 

.But where the punishment is shockingly disproportionate 
regard being had to the particular conduct and the past record 
or is such , as no reasonable employer would ever impose in like 
circumstances, the tribunalmay treat the imposition of such punish 

ment as itself showing victimisation or unfair labour practice ." 
Since this dispute cannot be considered asone thatwould come under Sec. 11A . 
as the dismissal order was issued much before 15-12-1971 , I am not entitled to 
deal with the sameasan appellate court. Yet to bring out the fact whether 
the action of the Management is borne out of victimisation or not, I have 
to refer to all the facts and circumstances of the case and also to the evidence 
adduced in the enquiry proceedings by both the parties. Now , regarding the 
alleged incident, even ifit is taken as correct and true, the story is as follows:-- 

Shri Sanku Maistry had a leasehold right of taking the usufructs of the 
coconut trees standing 

on the property 

wherein the tile factory of 
M /s. Thomas Steaphen and Company Ltd., is situated . The property is on 
the eastern side of the factory. Shri Sanku Maistry was enjoying the usufrucis 
for more than a period of 15 years. (MW2 has categorically admitted 
the same in his cross-examination ). On 14-3-70 the Company Manager 
instructed the tree climber Narayanan to pluck the coconuts of the concerned 
trees for and on behalf of the Company. When Narayanan was plucking 
coconuts at about 10 a . m . Sanku Maistry went to the property and asked 
Narayanan not to pluck the coconuts as they belong to him and if he conti 
nues he will be proceeded against by the authorities concerned . Shri Nara 
yanan came down and was standing in the property when Shri S. K : Thyaga 
rajan, the son of Shri Sanku Maistry came to the scene of occurrence and inti 
midated Narayanan, telling him that he should not repeat that act and if 
he does so again , his bones will be smashed . He has also declared that the 
coconuts are not the paternal property of the Manager of the Company. 
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19. This is the misconduct alleged against Shri S. K. Thyagarajan 
as per the charge memo issued to him by the Management on 16-3-1970 . 
The sum and substance of the alleged misconduct is that Shri S. K. Thyaga 
rajan left his workspot unauthorisedly, abused and intimidated the tree 
climber Narayanan who was croping coconuts as per the direction of the 
Manager and insulted theManager by declaring that it is not the paternal 
property of the Manager. 

20. Taking for granted that this incident has occurred as such , it has 
to be looked into whether the capital punishment of dismissal meted out to 
Shri Thyagarajan on this score is justifiable or, as their Lordships of the 
Supreme Court have pointed out, shockingly disproportionate to the mis 
conduct alleged against him . It cannot be denied that the coconuts on the 
particular property was plucked by the father of Thyagarajan continuously 
for a good number of years in the capacity of a lessee. It cannot be denied 
that Shri Sanku Maistry is entitled to pluck the fruits even on that date if he 
is not divested of the right by legal process. It cannot be denied that the 
Management has no record to show that ShriSanku Maistry has relinquished 
his right or he was divested of his right by any record and finally it cannot 
be denied that there is a pending case before the Tribunal, Mukhathala 
regarding the assignment of the concerned property filed by Sri Sanku 
Maistry. Therefore as long as Shri Sanku Maistry is not divested of his lease 
hold right by legal means, he is entitled to thwart any attempt,made by any 
power on earth including the Mangement, to forcibly pluck the coconuts 
of the trees standing on the property which has been enjoyed by him in the 
capacity of a lessee. When Sanku Maistry is entitled to do so , it is the bounden 
duty of his son to safeguard the same, since it is a question of his father s rights 
and so the right of the family . This action of Thyagarajan can never be 
considered , at any rate, as an act of indiscipline as far as his employment 
under the Management is concerned . There is no case for the Manage 
ment that he has violated any orders of the Mangement when he has inter 
fered in the wrongful usurpation of the usufructs of the trees which belonged 
to his father. But there is an allegation of leaving the workspot without 
any authorisation . This also was effectively met by Shri Thyagarajan in his 
cross-examination of witness No. 3 of the Management in the enquiry procee 
dings. Witness No. 3 of the Management is Mr. Karunakaran Nair, the 
Ceramic Expert. According to the Ceramic Expert he himself was on duty 
only upto 12 O clock on thatday. He has admitted that Shri Thyagarajan 
was also on duty from 3 a.m. on that day. His case is that he went to his 
house at 9.30 a.m. for taking tea and he has met Thyagarajan on the 
southern side of the Company on the road . When he returned to the office at 
9.45 Shri Thyagarajan was not found in his seat and thereafter he did not 
make any enquiry. He has admitted that his seat is placed in such 
a way that he will not be able to look at Shri Thyagarajan when he is 
seated in the office, so that he 

does not know when he has 
returned or when he has gone out. 

It has to be noted here that all the wit 
nessess of the Management were chief examined by the enquiry officer 
himself and at the fag end of the chiefexamination the enquiry officer has put 
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a leading question to this witness by asking him wehether Thyagarajan has 
gone out after taking his permission for which the witness has answered in 
the negative. In the cross-examination by Thyagarajan this witness has 
admitted that at 9 a.m. on that day, himself and Thyagarajan went toge 
ther to the Sales Department for obtaining carbon paper and after receiv 
ing the carbon paper Shri Karunakaran Nair has entrusted the same to 
Shri Thyagarajan . Shri Karunakaran Nair has also admitted in the cross 
examination that usually Thyagarajan goes for tea from his workspot. Fin 
ally at the fag end of the examination he has admitted that Thyagarajan goes 
out of his seat without telling him meaning that Thyagarajan usually need 
not take permission to go for tea . On a perusal of the deposition of Shri 
Karunakaran Nair in the enquiry proceedings, it can be seen that he has 
stated that at 9.45 Shri Thyagarajan was not found in his seat. The enquiry 
officer has not only examined him in chief, but during the cross -examination 
.by Thyagarajan has also interfered and asked him one question whether Shri 

Thyagarajan was in his seat at 10 a.m. and the witness has agreed that at 
10 o clock . Thyagarajan was not in the seat. Thus only after the interfer 
ence of the enquiry officer even during the cross -examination , this witness has 
specified as an answer to a leading question of the enquiry officer that the 
witness was not in the seat at 10 a.m. At the same time, taking his own 
version that he has returned to the office at 9.45 a.m. and at 9.45 a.m. 
Thyagarajan was not found in his seat, it cannot be gathered that Thyagarajan 
was not there at 10 because according to Karunakaran Nair he will not be 
able to see the place where Thyagarajan is seated when Karunakaran Nair 
takes his place in the office because Thyagarajan is sitting behind Karuna 
karan Nair on the other side of the wall and it is impossible for Karunakaran 
Nair to see him from his seat whether Thyagarajan is in the seat at 10 a.m.or 
not. 


21. In thewake ofmy discussion above, I have to point out, that Karu 
nakaran Nair has more or less admitted that it is not necessary on the part 
of Shri Thyagarajan to obtain permission from him to go out of his seat and 
that usually Shri Thyagarajan goes out of his seat for tea during working 
time without any permission . Therefore the allegation that Shri Thyaga 
rajan has left his workspot unauthorisedly falls to the ground. Therefore even 
if it is considered that the allegations of the Mangement that Sri Thyaga 
rajan went to the clay yard ctc., are true, the appear.ince of Shri Thyagarajan 
in the caly yard cannot be considered as unauthorised and his interference 
with the tree climber can never be considered as an offence . 


22. In the light of these circumstanceswhen the magnitude of the punish 
ment is taken into consideration the irresistable conciusion is that the punish 
ment meted out to Shri Thyagarajan on the aforementioned allegations are 
definitely shockingly disproportionnte to themisconduct alleged against him if 
.it all it is a misconduct. Therefore it is only just and reasonable on my part 
tu declare that the action of theManagement in dismissing Shri Thyagarajan 
when all the facts and circunstances of the case are taken into consideration , 
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is definitely borne out of victimisation and so the action of the Management 
is indisputably hit by this infirmity as per Their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court of India in their ruling reported in 1958 I LLJ 260. 

23. Want of good faith . - It has to be gathered from the facts and circum . 
stances of this case whether there is a want of good faith on the part of the 
Management in dismissing Shri Thyagarajan frorn service. It has come in 
evidence that Shri Thyagarajan along with a number of other shareholders 
have submitted a petition under the company Law to the Company Law 
Board , Delhi, against themalpractices and mismanagementofManager Director 
Shri A. Karunakaran . Although this petition was submitted on an earlier date, 
viz ., 27-8-1969.the information regarding the same has been obtained by 
Shri A. Karunakaran before the dismissal of Shri Thyagarajan , when he 
was served with a notice from the Company Law Board from Delhi. Further, 
in the general body meeting held on 2-3-70 also , a copy of this petition was 
read out by the Chairman of the Company in the presence of MW2 Shri A. 
Karunakaran . To make the situation more tense, Shri Thyagarajan has 
opposed a resolution in the general body meeting held on 2-3-70, which 
was moved for an extension of the tenure of office of MW2 Manager Director , 
and has voted against the same in the very presence of MW2. It is quite 
natural on the part of anybody even if he is a demi- god to be upset and to be 
embittered against a subordinate employee, who had the audicity to oppose him 
directly and indirectly, although he is a shareholder of the Company. There 
fore the contention of the Union and Shri Thyagarajan that the Manager Dire. 
ctor , Shri A. Karunakaran was on the look out for an opportunity to " fire him " 
from the service, can only be accepted as quite reasonable. But it is quite 
ill-advised and unjustifiable on the part ofShri A.Karunakaran , the Manager 
Director, to have meted out such a capital punishment on such a trivialallega 
tion which any reasonable person would not have considered as a misconduct 
at all. Certainly it is an act of extreme bad faith to have raised the charge of 
misconduct against an employee for his legitimate attempt to protect his and 
his family s civil rights against an unjustifiable action of the Management, 
viz ., forcible usurpation of the usufructs of the coconut trees on which Shri 
Sanku Maistry, the father of Shri Thyagarajar had admittedly a leasehold 
right. Want of good faith on the part of Management can easily be gathered 
in respect of the action meted out to Shri Thyagarajan when the cases of 
M /s. Sadasivan , Kutty and Vikramadithyan are taken into consideration . It 
has come in evidence through the sworn statement ofMW2 himself that 
all the afore-mentioned three staff members of the Company have pleaded 
guilty to the misconduct alleged against them , but the Company had not taken 
any action against them despite their admission . MW2himself has admitted 
at the fag end of the cross-examination , that employee Sadasivan was instruc 
ted not to give money to a particular customer, but inspite of the instruction 
he has given the amount to the customer and that is the offence committed by 
him . Similarly he has also admitted that Vikramadithyan , another employee 
of the Companywho has loaded hundred more tiles in a particular lorry as 
against the instruction of the Company, has also pleaded guilty. Regarding 
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the third employee Kutty, weighment of cashew shells done by him was 
found to be faulty and lesser than the actual weighment when the 
shells were weighed again on the next day. Here also Kutty has pleaded 
guilty . But according to MW2 no action was taken against any of 
these three employees. The learned counsel for the Management, on the 
other hand,has stated specifically in his argument notes that the punishment 
ofwarning was given to the three employees and this was spoken to by MW2. 

Inspite of a meticulous scrutiny of the sworn statement ofMW2 from top 
- to bottom it cannot be seen that he has ever said that warning was given 
to these three employees. The spirit ofhis version is that no action was taken 
against these three. The aim of the learned counsel of the Union when he 
cross- examined MW2 on this score was also to bring out that no action was 
taken against these employees inspite of the fact that they have pleaded guilty 
and they have been committing misconducts . Therefore it has to be taken into 
consideration that here is a Management which has shown invidious dis 
crimination between employees, and in the case of Shri Thyagarajan the 
Management was very eager to see that he is sent out of service by any 
method whatsoever. These facts, cry out a dire want of good faith on the 
part of the Management, in their action against Shri Thyagarajan , in 
dismissing him from service. Therefore it is only just and reasonable on my 
part to cometo the irresistable conclusion that the action of the Management 
is hit by this infirmity also . 

24. The third infirmity as pointed out by Their Lordships ofthe Supreme 
Court is the violation of natural justice . Admittedly the enquiry was conducted 
by the Law Officer of the Company Shri Muraleedharan who is the husband 
of MW2 s sister s daughter. The contention of Shri Thyagarajan and the 
Union is that ShriMuraleedharan is a close relative ofMW2Manager Director . 
But in the reply statement MW2 has stated that the enquiry officer 
is not related to the Manager as contended in the claim statement. The 
reply statement was signed by Shri A. Karunakaran under the designation 
" Manager" . Of course Shri Karunakaran is a Director and the Manager 
and so the designation accepted by him is Manager Director. But it is actu 
ally Shri A. Karunakaran who has signed the reply statement under the 
designation Manager" . There is no case that the enquiry officer Muralee 
dharan is related to the Factory Manager Shri Prakasam . Thercfore it has 
to be construed that the contention of the Union is that Shri Muraleedharan 
is related to the Manager Director Shri A. Karunakaran . In the sworn 
statement of Shri A. Karunakaran MW2 he has 

categorically 
admitted that Shri Muraleedharan has married his sister s daughter . 
But he would go to the extent of deposing that Shri . Muraleedharan 
is not a close relative, but his wife is a close relative. Anyhow , the 
pleading in the reply statement that the enquiry officer Mr. 
Muraleedharan is not related to him , had been admitted as incorrect in the 
sworn statement of Shri Karunakaran , when he has deposed that the wife of 
ShriMuraleedharan is a close relative and Shri Muraleedharan is not so close 
a relative as his wife is . The contention ofthe Union that the charge memo, 
enquiry notice, suspension order and dismissal order etc., were all initialled and 


as 
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signed by both MW2 and the Law Officer Shri Muraleedharan indica . 
ting prior discussion between the two, cannot be discarded in the light of 
MWI s own admission in his sworn statement that he has looked into thematter 
to verify, whether the charge is properly drafted etc., and also in the usual 
course himself and the Manager may draft such charge-sheets etc. Therefore 
here is an enquiry officer who is a relative ofMW2 Manager Director and 
who was dealing with all the papers from the very outset regarding the 
domestic enquiry along with MW2. Further, admittedly the enquiry . Officer 
himself was examining all the three witnesses of the Management in chief in 
the domestic enquiry. But the enquiry officer did not have the courtesy 
to give the schedule of witnesses of the Management to the delinquent worker 
for perusal before their examination . It has come in evidence that Shri 
Muraleedharan himself was citing the Cerarnic Expert, who was examined 
as the third witness on the side of the Management. The third witness Shri 
Karunakaran Nair, who is the Ceramic Expert, has admitted that he has 
come to participate in the domestic enquiry as a witness on the side of the 
Management, since he was asked to do so by the enquiry officer Muraleedharan . 
Therefore it has to be taken into account that Shri Muraleedharan himself has 
arranged the witnesses on the side of the Management and informed them 
earlier about the same and he himself has brought them down for depusing 
in favour of the Management. Inspite of the fact that Shri Karund 
karan Nair has unambiguously declared that he has come as a witness only 
because Shri Muraleedharan asked him to do so , he was neither questioned 
by Shri Muraleedharan on this score nor rebutted his version , so that it cannot 
be denied at all that it was ShriMuraleedharan himself who has cited these 
witnesses on his own accord and brought them down to participate in the 
comestic enquiry proceedings. If so , it was a sheer violation of the principles 
of natural justice on the part of the enquiry officer on all score and especially 
not to have furnished a schedule of witnesses to the delinquent worker 
Thyagarajan so that he may prepare himself to be ready for cross-examining 
these witnesses properly . 

25. The next point to be considered is the cross-examination of 
Shri Muraleedharan of the two witnesses of the defence . Witness No. 2 
Shri Ramachandran on the side of the defence, has unambiguously affirmed 
that Shri Thyagarajan was in his seat in the office between 8 to 12 a. m . on 
14-3-70 and the occasions when he left the seat were once at about 9 a . m . 
with the Ceramic Expert for obtaining carbon paper and another at 10 a . m . 
to the packing room for preparing himself to write the D notes in respect of 
clearance and that he has returned to his set at 10.5 itself. He has also clari 
fied that Shri] T hyagarajan was going to the packing room now and then for 
gathering certain informations by perusing the packing list, in order to 
prepare the D notes. This witness was very meticulously and elaborately 
cross-examined by the enquiry officer ShriMuraleedharan just like a Prosecutor, 
but the veracity ofhis version could not be rebutted even for a moment. But 
in the report submitted by the Enquiry Officer, it is baldly stated that witness 
Ramachandran is unreliable. Why or How , is not explained by him . 
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26. It is also interesting to note that the enquiry officer Shri Muralee 
dharan was interfering unjustifiably even during the cross-examination of 
the Management s witnesses by Shri Thyagarajan . It has also to be noted 
that Shri Muraleedharan is not only the Law Officer of the Company, but 
also a Law Graduate who is well versed in the matter of adjudication and 
trials, whereas Shri Thyagarajan is a mere clerk who cannot be considered 
as to have any legal acumen especially in the matter of enquiries and 
prosecutions. Even then Shri Thyagarajan has been cross -examining the 
witnesses of the Management fairly to a certain extent. But whenever there 
was a chance of the Management s witness committing any discrepancy or 
going against the interest of the Management, the enquiry officer used to inter 
fere even in the cross -examination of Thyagarajan and rectify the witnesses. 
For example, Management s witness No. 3 Shri Karunakaran Nair, the 
Ceramic Expert, has categorically affirmed in his chief examination in the 
domestic enquiry that at 9.45 Shri Thyagarajan was not in his seat and there 
after he has not made any enquiries about Thyagarajan . He has also added 
that it is impossible for him to see from his own seat, whether Thyagarajan is in 
his seat or not. In the cross- examination when Shri Thyagarajan was examining 
this witness at length and when he asked whether the Ceramist knows that he 
has gone out of the factory compound at any time between 10 to 12 a.m. 
on 14-3-70 , the witness has avoided a direct answer and has answered " nor 
mally you will go for tea as usual” . Immediately the enquiry officer him 
self interfered and put a leading question to the Ceramic Expert ( i.e., 
during the cross-examination of the witness by Shri Thyagarajan ) to this effect 
" On 14-3-70 between 10 to 12 a.m. can you say that Thyagarajan was 
within the factory compound . The witness immediately answered " at 10 a.m. 
I can say that Shri Thyagarajan was not in his seat " . The afore -mentioned 
portion of the deposition of the Ceramic Expert in the domestic enquiry 
would show the unjustifiable intervention of the enquiry officer even during the 
cross-examination of the Management s witnesses by the delinquent worker 
in order to bring down a favourable answer for the Management by actually 
putting the answer into the mouth of the witness. Similarly Shri Thyagarajan 
has been applying for adjournmentof the enquiry on 25-3-70 in the afternoon , 
praying that the enquirymay be adjourned to 3-4-70 since he is suffering from 
very acute headache. Admittedly the enquiry officer has immediately sent 
a letter to the delinquent worker stating that Narayanan , the tree climber 
is not an employee of the Company and he cannot be compelled to 
come for examination at our convenience" and so you should cross -examine 
the witness on the day itself. Finally since Thyagarajan could not turn up , the 
enquiry officer has asked the complainant Narayanan whether it is possible 
for him to come as requested by the delinquent worker and the alleged 
answer of the tree climber as stated in the enquiry proceedings by him , is 
that he has to eak out a livelihood by going for work , that Thyagarajan and his 
family will intimidate him if the examination is protracted , and therefore 
hemay be examined as early as possible. The enquiry officer has then recorded 
in the enquiry proceedings that he has requested the complainant to try 
10 come once more and then the case was adjourned to 3-4-70 . 
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27. Itwas admitted by the enquiry officer thatShri Thyagarajan has reques 
ted a posting after 3-4-70 . But the enquiry officer has deliberately posted the 
case on 3-4-70 itself. On 3-4-70 when the complainant Narayanan was 
cross-examined by Thyagarajan he has questioned Narayanan whether he 
was informed by theManagement by writing to present himself on that day 
for the examination , Narayanan has admitted that the Company has sent 
some person to him with the information . Immediately the enquiry officer 
intervened and was again questioning the witness during the cross-cxamina 
tion by Shri Thyagarajan , asking him whether the enquiry officer himself 
was not asking him on the previous occasion to try to come on this day once 
again and the witness immediately answered the same in the affirmative . 
These are only a few of the several interventions made by the enquiry officer 
during the cross -examination of the witnesses by Shri Thyagarajan . Further, 
in the enquiry , after the examination of the Managernent s witnesses when the 
enquiry officer asked Thyagarajan to produce his witnesses immediately on 
the next day for the defence, Thyagarajan has admittedly submitted that he is 
ailing and because of the incessant examination conducted by him and 
writing all the depositions by himself he is utterly tired and therefore the case 
may be adjourned after a week s time. ( These facts are recorded in the 
enquiry proceedings). Immediately the enquiry officer has been asking 
Shri Thyagarajan to produce the E.S.Í. certificate to that effect and only after 
that it would be decided whether the case should be adjourn d to 10-4-1970 
or not.On the next day when Shri Thyagarajan appeared the first question that 

put to him by the enquiry officer was whether he has witresses for evi 
dence. Shri Thyagarajan immediately submitted a certificate from the 
E.S.I. hospital wherein it was stated that Shri Thyagarajan should get leave 
from 4-4-70 for four days. The date was 4-4-70 . There was a fitne certi 
ficate also given by the E.S.I. on 2nd of April and the enquiry officer has 
questioned him immediately whether the very same doctor has given him the 
leave certificate on 4-4-70 : Shri Thyagarajan thereafter very humbly prayed 
for an adjournment of the enquiry on or after 10-4-70 . But the enquiry officer 
was adamant in his refusaland posted the case on 6-4-70 at 9.30. Shri Thya 
garajan was also admonished by the enquiry officer that if he does not 
produce evidence or witnesses on 6-4-70 at 9.30 it will be construed that 
there is no evidence and the enquiry will be conducted without his evidence. 
Again Thyagarajan made a pathetic submission that the enquiry may be 
continued after 10-4-70 as prayed for by him , but the enquiry officer has 
emphatically declared that the enquiry will be conducted on 6-4-70 at 9.30 a.m. 
and it was conducted so , although he had produced a medical certificate 
to the effect that he is entitled to get leave for four days from 4-4-70 ie, up 
to 8-4-70 . 

28. All these matters have come to my notice only because all these 
facts are recorded by the enquiry officer in the enquiry proceedings. Any 

But 
how , I am not sitting in judgment as an appellate court in this case. 
since I have to find out whether there is a failure of natural justice or not, I 
have to go into all these matters meticulously . From the foregoing attitude 
of the enquiry officer against the delinquent worker Shri Thyagarajan, the 
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only conclusion that can be drawn by any reasonable person is, that the 
enquiry officer was highly biased and that he has deliberately violated all the 
principles of natural justice 

.. 
29. The so -called complaint of the tree climber Narayanan must be con 
sidered as a most important document in the domestic enquiry since it can be 
equated with a suit document in a civil case and the first information report in 
a criminal case . This complaint has not seen the light of the day until it was 
produced by the enquiry officer during the cross-examination of the com 
plainant Narayanan at the instance of the delinquent worker Shri Thyagarajan . 
it was only after Shri Thyagarajan has requested for the same the enquiry 
officer has kindly consented to allow him to write out a copy of the same. 
It has to benoted that the tree climber Narayanan is admittedly illiterate and 
according to him this was written by a clerk of the Company one Subramonia 
! ver at the instance of the Manager Mr. Prakasam . The tree climber 
Narayanan has admitted that when he went to inform the Manager Prakasam 
about the alleged incident at about 1 O clock it was he , who had directed 
him to submit a written complaint and accordingly he went to Subramonia 
iyer and obtained a written complaint. The complaint is marked as Ext. D 
and marked before this court as Ext. W7. On a perusal of the complaint it 
is seen 

that Shri Thyagarajan has not used any abusive language against 
climber Narayanan whereas in the deposition of Narayanan in the enquiry 
proceedings, it is seen that Shri Thyagarajan has used very obscene language 
against him calling him names. If at all such obscene language was used 
by Thyagarajan the first opportunity for Narayanan to say so was in Ext. W7 . 
complaint itself . Therefore it is a fact that climber Narayanan has either 

eliberately improved the version when he was examined in the enquiry or 
he was instructed to do so by somebody . At any rate I do not wish to go 
into such details when the bare facts are that here is a complainant who is a 

lependent of the Company appearing as a star witness in an enquiry procee. 
dings against a delinquent worker who is admittedly not in the good 

ooks of the Company . In the lengthy cross -examination of Narayanan 
Shri Thyagarajan has elicited many facts regarding his long and continuous 
identification with the Company. He has admitted that he is plucking 
coconuts for and on behalf of the Company for the last so many years. He 
las admitted that he is also paid something during Onam by the Company . 
He bas admitted that he is plucking coconuts for the last so many years from 
the properties which belong to Shri Bhaskara Panicker, who was till recently 
the Factory Manager of the Company . It has also come in evidence that 
Shri Bhaskara Panicker is the brother -in -law of Shri A. Karunakaran , the 
Manager Director. Shri Narayanan has also admitted that one of his 
laughters is a domestic servant of Shri Bhaskara Panicker. Therefore on 
any score it cannot but be said that here is a person who ismorally bound 
1o do anything in favour of the Manager Director of the Company . In 
ihese circumstances it was the bounden duty of the enquiry officer to be 
absolutely impartial in the enquiry proceedings. But it cannot be denied that 
the enquiry officer has failed miserably in the matter of keeping up of his 

partiality . This conclusion of mine is enriched further when the fact that 
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and on 


the very sameenquiry officer was appearing for 

behalf of the 
Company as a counsel to conduct this case before me at the initial stages 
of the adjudication , is taken into consideration . Shri Muraleedharan has 
filed certain applications and petitions in this case for and on behalf of the 
Company in the capacity of the counsel of the Management as well as the 
Law Officer of the Company at the initial stages. Thcreafter feeling somehow 
or other, unjustifiable on his part to conduct the case himself he has finally 
made the arrangements for theengagement of a lawyer by the Company, 
The learned counsel for the Management has been asserting in his arguments 
that it was not wrong on the part of the enquiry officer to appear for and 
on behalf of the Company in the adjudication of this case before this court. 
But it has to be noted that here is a case where a subordinate employee has 
questioned the integrity of the Manager-Director by alleging malpractices 
and the mis -management against him before the Company Law Board , Delhi 
in the capacity of a shareholder and also voted against the extention of 
tenure of office of the Manager Director in the general body meeting ,where 
the Manager Director himself was present. Therefore it is a fact that the 
Manager Director has no sympathy for the subordinate employee. It is 
then the alleged incident is put up as a measure to dismiss him from service 
after conducting a domestic enquiry. For meeting this end , the Manager 
Director has simply deputed the Law Officer of the Company who is none 
other than the husband of the niece of the Manager Director, as enquiry 
officer , who has also admittedly discussed with the Manager-Director in the 
matter of issuing charge memo, suspension order and other initial proceed 
ings regarding the domestic enquiry. The enquiry officer who is much more 
interested in the Manager Director than in the subordinate employee , decided 
himself about the witnesses to be examined for and on behalf of the Manage 
ment and instructs them to be present on the occasion without even 
giving an opportunity to the subordinate employee to understand who are 
all the witnesses for the Management. The enquiry officer has not only 
examined the witnesses of the Management, but has also cross-examined 
meticulously the defence witnesses and was pressurising the subordinate 
employee to carry on the proceedings at the will and pleasure of the enquiry 
officer, refusing to give the little conveniences which were prayed for by the 
subordinate employee in order to set up his defence. Finally, after the 
dismissal of the worker, the enquiry officer has even gone to the extent of 
representing the Management before this court also to conduct the case for 
and on behalf of the Management although he has given up the endeavour 
later. All these facts would show how the Manager Director and the enquiry 
officer are hand in glove with each other and how the enquiry officer is 
highly interested in the Manager-Director and definitely opposed to the 
share-holder employee .. 

29. Thus taking all these facts and circumstances into consideration , 
any reasonable person can come to the only conclusion , that here is an epic 
performance of a domestic enquiry , conducted by an enquiry officer who can 
never be impartial and wherein the principles of natural justice were violated 

or - less in toto . 


more 
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30. The learned counsel for the Union has expatiated only on these 
three infirmities and since regarding the 4th and the final infirmity, viz ., 
perversity of findings, he has not put up a case, there is no necessity for me 
to look into the question and discuss the same. 

31. In the light of the foregoing discussions and findings, I hold tha 
since the Management has committed all the three afore-mentioned 
infirmities out of the four, as adumbrated by Their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court as per Their ruling reported in 1958 (1) LLJ 260, the dismissal of 
Shri Thyagarajan from the service of the Management is utterly unjusti 
fiable and illegal. 

32. Now that I have decided that the dismissal of Shri Thyagarajan 
is illegal, the next question that has to be decided by me is the relief due to 
Shri Thyagarajan . The learned counsel for theManagement has contended 
that in the event of the Tribunal coming to such conclusion , in no 
view of the matter, should the relief of reinstatement with or without back 
wages be awarded to Shri S. K. Thyagarajan . To substantiate his case he 
has cited certain rulings of which the ruling of the Kerala High Court 
reported in 1969 I LLJ 208 and the ruling of the Supreme Court reported 
in 1971 I LLJ 233 and 1970 I LLJ 228 are important. In the ruling of His 
Lordship Mr. Justice K. K.Mathew it was observed that " though normally 
reinstatement is the remedy, it is not an invariable rule that the tribunal 
should order reinstatement , merely because the worker has been illegally 
disinised ”. In the ruling of Their Lordships of the Supreme Court reported 
in 1971 I LLJ 233 it was held that the question of granting the relief of rein 
statement or payment of compensation is a matter within the judicial 
discretion of the Labour Court or Tribunal dealing with the dispute, the 
general rule in the absence of any special circumstances being of reinstate 
ment. It was also held by Their Lordships that the discretion has to be 
exercised safeguarding the fairplay towards the employee on the one hand 
and interest of the employer including considerations of discipline in the 
establishment on the other hand etc. The learned counsel has quoted the 
following from the ruling of the Supreme Court of India reported 
in 1970 I LLJ 228 : 

“ As exceptions to the general rule of reinstatement there have been 
cases where reinstatement has not been considered as either desirable 
or expedient. These were the cases where there had been strained 
relations between the employer and the employee, where the post held 
by the aggrieved empoyee, had been one of trust and confidence or where 
though dismissal or discharge was unsustainable owing to some infirmity 
in the impugned order, the employee was found to have been guilty of 
an activity subversive of or prejudicial to the interest of the industry." 

S3 . According to the learned counsel for the Management from the 
ratio decidendi" laid down in the above cases, it is clear that the relief 
of reinstatement should not be granted to Shri S. K. Thyagarajan in 
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any event. The learned counsel has thereafter argued that Shri Thyaga . 
rajan had been indulging inactivities subversive of or prejudicial to the 
interest of the Company . The employee had accused the Manager Director 
of the Company ofmis-management and mis-appropriation of company s pro 
perty and money. He had filed petitions before the Company s Law Board 
to the effect . Even the private life of the Manager Director has not been 
spared . The learned counsel has also referred to Exts . M6 and M7and has 
finally affirmed that Shri Thyagarajan is not entitled at all to be reinstated in 
service. 

34. The learned counsel for the Union has rebutted these contentions 
very efficiently in his arguments and has affirmed that in such circumstances 
of victimisation pure and simple, the only remedy is reinstatement with full 


back wages . 


35. Now , the latest ruling cited on the issue is the ruling of the Supreme 
Court of India reported in 1971 I LLJ 233 where Their Lordships Mr. Justice 
J. M.Shelat and Mr. Justice J. D. Dua have held that the general rule in the 
absence of any special circumstances is reinstatement in service . They have 
also held that it is the matter within the judicial discretion of the Tribunal 
and that discretion has to be exercised safeguarding the fairplay towards the 
employee on the one hand and the interest of the employer including consi 
derations of the discipline in the establishment on the other hand” . Although 
the learned counsel for theManagement has cited only these three rulings 
there are a very good number of rulings of the Supreme Court of India and 
the various High Courts of the Country, where the normal rule has been pres 
cribed to be the reinstatement in service . Therefore it has to be found out 
whether the instant case is an exception to the normalrules. I have meti 
culously scrutinised and elaborately discussed the facts and circumstances 
of this case . But it cannot be found that the employee concerned has 
committed any misconduct of indiscipline or insubordination . He has also 
not done anything subversive of or prejudicial to the interest of the industry . 
Their Lordships of the Supreme Court in the afore-mentioned ruling have 
pointed out that the discretion has to be exercised safeguarding the fair 
play towards the employee on the one hand and interest of the employer in . 
cluding considerations of discipline in the establishment on the other hand . 
Here as I have mentioned above , the conduct of the employee (if at all it is 
considered that the version of climber Narayanan is gospel truth ) can never be 
considered as a misconduct coming under any items of the Standing Orders 
if at all there is any. In this context I have to mention that the Management . 
has notmentioned anything about their standing orders or violations of any 
of the itemsof the Standing Orders by the action of the employee Shri Thyaga 
rajan. Shri Thyagarajan was in duty bound to safeguard his civil rights against 
anybody who has been attempting to usurp the same, forcibly and illegally . 
Atthe most even if Shri Thyagarajan has done so , it can never be consi. 
dered as indiscipline or insubordination to anybody. His action regarding 
submitting petitions to the Company Law Board at Delhi and voting against 
the resolution for continuation of the tenure of office of the Manager-Director, 
cannot be considered as an action injurious to the interest of the Company 
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since he is also a share -holder of the Company along with his father and all of 
them are interested in the well being of the Company . Therefore Shri 
Thyagarajan is not liable at all to be penalised for exercising his right as the 
shareholder of the Company . If he has violated any Standing Orders of 
the Company or has done anything against the interest of the Company at 
large, he is liable to be penalised . Shri A. Karunakaran or any other 
Director may become the Manager Director of the Company. But the 
Company has to be carried on and the interest of the Company is of the 
paramount importance to any shareholder of the Company. Therefore the 
petition and the opposition to resolution etc., can never be considered as an 
act which is subversive of or prejudicial to the interest of the Company , 
even if it may be prejudicial to the interest of the Manager Director 
Shri A. Karunakaran . Thus the contention of the learned counsel 
for the Management that in no way Shri Thyagarajan is entitled to rein 
statement in service with or without back wages cannot be countenanced 
at all. It is a case where Shri Thyagarajan is much sinned against than 
sinning and so it would be a travesty of justice if he is not ordered to be 
reinstated in service with full back wages. 

36. Therefore I hold that it is only just and reasonable on my part to 
order the reinstatement of Shri Thyagarajan in service with full back wages 
and continuity of service and I order so . I pass my award accordingly and 
this award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the date 
of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


K. P. M. SHERIFF , 

Industrial Tribunal. 


Alleppey , 
11-2-1974 . 
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Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

MW1 Shri N. Muraleedharan . 

MW2 Shri A. Karunakaran 
Witness examined on the side of the Union . 

WW1 Shri Thyagarajan 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management 
Ext: M. Resolution dated 6-11-70 by Sri S. K. Thyagarajan, moved 

at the annual general meeting held on 27-11-70 
M2 series. Proccedings of the enquiry conducted against Shri 

Thyagarajan 
M3. A statement dəted 8-4-70 submitted by Sri Thyagarajan before 

the Enquiry Officer 


- 


39 


39 


) 


Ext. M4. Report of the enquiry conducted against Shri Thyagarajan 

M15 . Copy of chargememo dated 13-4-70 issued to Sri Thyagarajan 
M6. 

A memorandum dated 6-12-1972 subunitted to the Secretary, 
Sree Narayana Trust, Quilon by twenty persons including 

Shri Thyagarajan . 
M7. Chapter IV of the report of the investigation conducted by the 

Company Law Board into the affairs of Thomas Steaphen & Co. 
M8. Copy of a meno dated 23-12-65 issued to Shri Thyagarajan by 

the manager 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side: 
Ext. WI.. Copy of the petition submitted before the Company Law 

Administration , New Delhi, dated 27-8-1969 by thirty persons 
W2. Copy ofan enquiry notice dated 5-8-69 issued by the Chairman , 

Thomas Steaphen & Co. 
W3. Copy of a reminder letter dated 10-2-70 sent to the Company 

Law Administration , New Delhi by certain shareholders. 
W4. Copy of a statement dated 8-1-70 submitted before the Enquiry 

Officer by Shri Thyagarajan . 
W5. 

Copy of a letter dated 21-2-70 from the Secretary to the Company 

Law Board to Ms. Thomas Steaphen & Co. 
W6. Copy of an order dated 27-5-70 from the Company Law Board . 
W7. The petition dated 14-3-70 by Sri Narayanan . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Industries (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 15973 /H4/74 /ID . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 19th June 1974 . 
The following Press Note published by the Government of India , 
Ministry of Industrial Development and the new " Form FC ” referred to 
therein are hereby published for general information . 

By order of the Governor , 

C. K. JOHN, 
Deputy Secretary 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 
Ministry of Industrial Development 
Secretariat for Industrial Approvals 

Press Note 
Subject: Streamlining of the foreign collaboration application form . 

As part of the process ofstrearolining procedures and helping entrepre 
neurs in obtaining ex , editious industrial approvals , Government have pres. 
cribed a new application form namely, viz . " Form FC.” to be used while 
applying for foreign collaboration approval The new form has rati alised 
and simplified the information requirements contained in the existing form . 
At the same time, it has been so designed as so make available complete 
information at one place which would avoid need for further references as 
far as possible. 

2. Specimen copies of the new form can be obtained free of cost from the 
Entrepr- neurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Approvals , 
Gate No. 13 , Udyog Bhavan , New Dehi- 110011. Applicants are also free 
to type or cyclostyle the forms and to use spare sheets where necessary . 

3. Entrepreneurs are advised to submit their foreign collaboration 
applications using the new form FC as it will facilitate the processing , 
The existing form can however continue to be used up to 30th Septeinber, 
1974. Thereafter, foreign collabo ation applications will be entertained 
only in Form FC . 

4. Applicants are advised that it is in their own interest to furnish 
accurate and complete information against all the columns in the application 
form . Incomplete applications will be returned to the applicants by the 
Secretariat for Industrial Approvals for resubmision after rectification of 
deficiencies. 
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FORM FC 
APPLICATION FOR FOREIGN COLLABORATION 

( To be submitted with 10 spare copies) 
1., Name and address of the applicant. 
2. (i) Name and registered office address of the 

Indian company which will implement the 
project. Please specify whether the com 
pany is existing or proposed . If the com 
pany is proposed to be formed give the 

names and addresses ofthe promoters. 
(ii) Whether it is /will be a public limited or a 

private limited , company. 
3. (i) Whether ( the applicant and /or the imple 

menting company is registered under the 
Monopolies and Restrictive Trade 

Practices Act, 1969. 
(ii ) If so , whether clearances required for im 

plementing the proposed scheme under the 
MRTP Act, 1969 have been obtained . 


PART A 
Capital Structure and Form of Management 
[Note : Information in reply to questions 4 , 5 , 6 and 7 should be furnished in respect 

of the applicant company aswell as in respect of the company which will 

implement the project. ] 
4. Is the Indian company controlled either 

directly or indirectly by non -residents, if so, : 
Picase give particulars of (i) the direct 
participation ; and (ii ) the indirect beneficial 
participation i. e., in the list of shareholders, 
are there any companies which themselves 
have non -resident share-holding ? (Particulars 
of major sharcholdings of 5 % and above of the 
equity capital alone may be taken for this 

purpose ) . 
5. Name of the Directors of the Board 

(i) Foreign Nationals : 

( ii ) Indian Nationals : 
6. Namc of Selling Agents, Secretajies, Treasurers 

and Consultants to the company, if any, exist 
ing or proposed and thic cxtcnt, if any, of 
Torciun equity interest Wiercin . 
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7. Capital Structure : 
I. Existing 

Equity 

Preference 
Authorised 
Subscribed 
Paid -up 

of which 
( a ) Foreign kolding . 

Direct participation 
Indirect beneficial participation 

(as defined in column 4 above) 
(ii) Total : [ (i) and ( ii) ] 
(b ) Indian holding. 
(c) (i) Borrowing 
( ii ) Existing debt; enquity ratio in the 

company. 
II. Proposed 

Authorised 

Subscribed 
Paid -up 

(a ) Foreign holding : 
(i) direct participation 

indirect beneficial non -resident partici 

pation (as defined in column 4 above ). 
(iii) Total [ (i) and (ii ) ] 

(b ) Indian holding. 
8. Whether the proposal contains any provision 

which relate to matters pertaining Company 
Law or which attract the provisions of the 
Foreign Exchange Regulation Act, 1973. If so , 
what steps the company has taken or proposes 
to take in this connection ? 

PART B 
Line of manufacture, Capital cost and import content 
9 . (i) Existing business/item (s) of manufacture 

and the No. and date of I. D. R. Act 

licence, if any. 
(ii) Is/are the item /itemsmentioned above being 

manufactured with foreign collaboration ? 
If so , please give the particulars of each 
collaboration , including the names of 
collaborators . 
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(iii) (a) Item ofmanufacture/prosused activity 

for which foreign collaboration is 

applied for : 
(b ) Has any letter of intent industrial 

licence been obtained under the Indus 
tries (Development and Regulation ) 
Act, 1951 for the items of manufacture 
for which the foreign collaboration 
application has been made ? If so , 

furnish an attested true copy . 
(c) In case an application for an industrial 

licence under the Industries (Develop 
ment and Regularion ) Act, 1951 has 
been made, turnish the reſerence No. 

and date . 
(d ) If registered with the DGTD , please 

quote the reference and the annual 

capacities for which registered . 
(e) Whether the proposed manufacturing 

programme would be in the small 
scale sector. Furnish registration No. 
if any, and capacities for which 

registered. 
Estimated value of annual production . 


10 . 


Year 


Items of 
minufacture 


Ex- factory value 
Ex - factory after deducting 
Quantity value net of landed cost of 
excise duties imported com 

ponents, if any 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1st Year 


2nd Year 


3.d Year 


4th Year 


15th Year 


5 


11. Location of factory : 

Tehsil 


District 


State 


...... 


12. Proposed capital cost of the project: 


(a ) Cost of capital equipment 

(i) Imported ; 
(ii) Indigenous. 


(b ) If imported equipmentis required , has the 

capitalgoodsapplication been submitted / 
approved ? Furnish reference No.and 

date of application /approval. 
(c) Cost of other items of capital nature viz., 

Land 

Building 
(d ) Working Capital. 


13. Estimated requirements of raw materials and components. 


SI.No. 


Name of raw mate 
rial/component 


Indigenous 
Imported 


or 


Quantity 


Value 
( c . i. f. value 
iſ imported) 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


14. Phased manufacturing programme for import 

substitution . Furnish details for 5 years . 


Annual Production 


Year 


Item of 
manufacture 


Percentage by C.I.F. 

value of imported 
content (i. e . , total of 

all imported raw 
materials and com 

ponents) 


Quantity 


Ex - factory . 

value 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1st Year 
$ 


(üi) 


( iv ) 


2nd Year 


(i) 


( ii) 


(iii ) 


(iv ) 


3rd Year 


etc. 


PART C 

Details of Foreign Collaboration 
15. Name and address ofthe foreign collaborator( s) 

with whom the Indian Company proposes to 

collaborate. 
16. What will be the specific services to be render 

cd by the foreign collaborator in pursuance 
Ortlie agreement. 
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17. Terms of foreign collaboration : 
(a ) If the foreign collaborator proposes to in 

vest in the equity capital of the Indian 
company, furnish the following details : 
(i) The amount of foreign equity invest 

ment ( in Rupee equivalent). 
( ii ) What percentage it would constitute of 

the total authorised equity capital of 

the Indian company. 
(iii) Whether the foreign investment would 

be in the form of cash or in terms of 
shares forsupply of equipment/techni 

cal know -how /other services . 
(iv) Estimated annual payments on divi 

dends and profits ( gross of taxation ) 

on the foreign ivestment. 
(b ) Nature and quantum of lump,sum pay 

ments . 


Foreign 
exchange 


Rs. 
( i) Technical know -how fees. 
(ii ) Payments for design , engincering, con 

sultancy , etc. 
( iii) Payments, if any, for use of patents , 

brand names , trade mark and the like . 
( iv ) Any other payment of a lump sum 

nature . 


Total : 


[ Note : Indicate in each case the proposed instalments 

in which the above payments will be made.] 
( c) (i) Whether a recurring annual royalty is 

proposed . If so, the percentage of 
royalty ( gross of taxes) computed as a 
proportion of thc ex - factory value of 
annual production (net of excise dutics) 
after deducting the landed cost of 

imported components, if any. 
(ii) Are separate rates of royalty envisaged 

on internal sales and exports ? If so 

furnish the figures. 
(d ) Proposed duration of the agreement and 

the period for which royalty payments will 
be restricted. 
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18. (i) If this applicaton is for the exitension of 

an existing collab ration agreement, please 
indicate the period for which the collabo 
ration has already run and attach a 

copy of the previous approvals. 
( ii) In case 

(i) above, please indicate 
whether you have set up any R & D Cell 
to absorb the know - how and the progress 

achieved in this regard. 
(iii) In case of the initial approval for foreign 

collaboration was subject to any export 
obliga ion , to what extent such obligations 

have been fulfilled so far. 
19 . Are the items prop sed to be manufactured 

patented in India , if so, the dates of expiry of 

the patents . 
20 . Does the Indian Company propose to use any 

foreign brands, name for internalsales and /or 


. 


exports ? 


PART D 

Other information 
21 . Nature of Export Franchise : 

(i) Please specify the names of the countries, 

if any, to which exports are excluded ; 

and if so, the reasons therefor. 
(ii) Please indicate if the Letter of Intent/ 

industrial License or Capi al goods 
clearance granted for this item contains 

any stipulations in regard to exports. 
( üi) Export commitments, year-wise, which the 
applicant is prepared to untei tak : 

Quantity 

Percentage of 
production 


Value 
(FOB) 


Ist year 
2nd year 
3rd year 
4th year 
5th year 


Total : 


(iv) Eric details on how the apelicant proposes 

to fulfil thic export commitments 


9 


22 . 


Effect on balance of payinents for the first 

five years : 
A. Foreign exchange earnings : 
(i) Foreign exchange earnings based on 

f.o.b. value of exports covered by 
export obligation [vide col. 21 (iii) 

above ] 
(ii) Foreign exchange savings anticipated 

as a result ofinport substitu ion . 


Total- A 


B. Foreign exchange outgo on : 

( ) Import of machinery and equipment 

[vide col. 12 (a) (i) above ]. 
(ii) Import of raw materials and compo 

nents (vide col. 13 above ). 
(iii) Dividends and profits [net of taxes 

based on col. 17 (a ) ( iv ) above ]. 
( iv) Lump sum payments [net of taxes 

based on col. 17 (b ) above]. 
(v) Royalty payments [net of taxes based 

on col. 17 (c) above taking into 
account the value of production in 

col. 10 above]. 
( iv ) Other payments , if any. 


Total- B 


c . Net foreign exchange inflow ( 1-B ) 
23.. Give an account of the attempts made.to 

explore alternative sources for the import of 
technology and the techno-economic consi 
derations for preferring the particular colla 

boration which has been applied for. 
24. Whether the proposed collaboration will 

contain any restrictive arrangements 
clauses which in any mainer bind the Indian 
Party with regard to the procurement of 
capital goods, components, spares, raw 
materials or the use, adaptation and improve 
ment of know -how or pricing policy, selling 

arrangements etc. 
G. 1059 
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25 . 


26 . 


Please confirm that the foreign collaborator 
is agreeable that the technical know -how / 
product design /engineering design can also be 
made av.ilable to other Indian parties, 
should it become necessary , on terms and 
conditions as may be agreed to by all the 
parties concerned , including the foreign 
collaborator, and subject to the approval of 
the Government. 
Whether the foreign collaborator has other 
collaborations with any other party in India 
for the same or similar product. If so , give 
details . 
What steps does the applicant proposes to 
take for research and development in respect 
of the technology involved, engineering 
design , training of Indian technological 
personnel and other measures for the absorp 
tion , adaptation and development of the 
imported technology . Give specific details. 


27 . 


Date . 
Place... 


Signalure of the applicant . 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 


Section iii 


നിയമ വകുപ്പ് 


പരസ്യം 


നമ്പർ 5045/ ജി 2174 ലാ . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1974 മേയ് 14 

1896 വൈശാഖ 24 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെതാഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതുജന 
ങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസഭ പാസാ 
ക്കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന്.1974 മേയ് 13-ം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണരുടെ അനുമതി 
ലഭിക്കുകയുണ്ടായി. 

ഗവർണ്ണരുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം , 

എം , ശഖരൻ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പ് സെകട്ടറി , 


1974- ലെ 14-ാം ആക്റ 
1974- ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ ( 2 -ാം നമ്പർ) ആക്ററ് 
1974 ഏപ്രിൽ ഒന്നാം തീയതി ആരംഭിക്കുന്ന സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തേക്ക് 
ഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനായി കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ 
നിന്ന് ചില തുകകൾ പിൻവലിക്കുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ 

ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ആക്റ് 
പീഠിക, -1974 ഏപ്രിൽ ഒന്നാം തീയതി ആരംഭിക്കുന്ന സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷ 
ത്തേക്ക് ഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനായി കേരള സംസ്ഥാനസഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽനിന്ന് 
ചില തുകകൾ പിൻവലിക്കുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമായിരി 
ക്കുകയാൽ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തിയഞ്ചാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ 
പറയും പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര് -ഈ ആക്കി ന 1974- ലെ കേരള ധന വിനിയോ 
( 2 -ാം നമ്പർ) ഭക് എന്ന പേർ പറയാം. 

2. 1974 ഏപ്രിൽ ഒന്നാം തീയതിആരംഭിച്ചു. ന്ന 11 11:മ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തേക്ക് 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയി ൽ 

നി ന്നും 

+ :59,6 ,01,vittu 
പിൻവലിക്കൽ -മൊത്തത്തിൽ നാന്നൂ..റി തൊണ്ണൂറ്റി ഒൻപതു കോടി 10 പത്ത 
ഒന്ന് ലക്ഷത്തി ഒരായിരം രൂപ വരുന്നതും പട്ടിക ( 3) -ാം കാള ത്തിൽ പറഞ്ഞി 
ട്ടുളളതിൽക്കവിയാത്തതുമായ തുകകൾ ( ആയത് 1971- ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ 
( വോട്ട്ഓൺ അക്കൗണ്ട്; ആക്റ് (1974- ലെ 12) 2 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ പ്രത്യേകം 
G , 1050 


താ 


പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള നൂററിഇരുപത്തിനാലുകോടി തൊണ്ണൂറു ലക്ഷത്തി ഇരുപത്തി 
ആറായിരത്തിമുന്നൂറു രൂപ വരുന്ന ആ കകൾ ഉൾപ്പെടെയുളളതാണ് . പട്ടിക 
( 2 ) -ാം കോളത്തിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള സർവ്വീസുകളും ആവശ്യങ്ങളും സംബന്ധിച്ച് 
1974 ഏപ്രിൽ ഒന്നാം തീയതി ആരംഭിക്കുന്ന സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തി ൽ തുകകൾ 
നൽകുമ്പോൾ വരുന്ന വിവിധ ചാർജുകൾക്ക് ; ചെലവാക്കുന്നതിനായി കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും കൊടുക്കുകയും വിനിയോഗിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണ്. 

3. വിനിയോഗം. ഈ ആകാറുമൂലം കേരള സംസ്ഥാനം സഞ്ചിതനിധി 
യിൽ നിന്നും കൊടുക്കുന്നതിനും വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും 

അധികാരപ്പെടു 
ത്തിയ തുകകൾ ( പസ്തുത വർഷത്തേക്ക് പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള സർവ്വീസു 
കൾക്കുംആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കും വേണ്ടി വിനിയോഗിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


പട്ടിക 
(2- 3-4 വകുപ്പുകൾ വാക്കുക) 


(2 ) 


3 ) 


വോട്ടിൻറ 
നമ്പർ 


ആവശ്യങ്ങളും കാര്യങ്ങളും 


. നിയമസഭ 
വോട്ടുചെയ്തതിൽ 


സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൻമേൽ 
ചുമത്തിയതിൽ 


കവിയാത്ത സംഖ്യകൾ 


രുപ് 
33,84,600 


രൂപ 
59,300 


3-1, 13,000 


II 


2,20,35,400 
2,37,28,600) 

5,93,500 


43,92,200 
28,16, 30 ) 


( II 
( 


2,64,27,600 
2,65,44,900 

5,93,500 


സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭ 
സംസ്ഥാന തലവൻമറരും,മതിമാരും 
ഹെഡ്ക്വാർട്ടേഴ്സ് ഉദ്യേം 
ഗസ്ഥൻമാരും 
നീതിന്യായ ഭരണം 
തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പുകൾ 
കാർഷികാദായനികുതിയും വില്പന 

നികുതിയും 
e നികുതി 
മുപ്പതങ്ങളും 

രജിസ at ററഷൻ ഫീസും 
എക്സൈസ 
വാഹനനികുതികൾ 

ഋണബാദ്ധ്യതകൾ 
(ട്രഷറിയും കണക്കുകളും 
ജില്ലാഭരണവും പലവകയും 
പോലീസ 


1,50,89, 10 
4,37,93,600) 


35,000 
5,08,500 


1,51,51,100 
4,43.02.100 


VI 
VII : 


VIII 

IX 


1,40,58 ,100 

91,37,000 
30,20,000 


1,00 ) 
15,000 

1,000 
29,79,36,400 


1,40,55,1 00 

92,02,600 

30,27,000 
29,79 , 30, 200 

95,30,500 
2 09,89, 10ാ 
11,57,24,500 


* * 


X 
SI 
XII 


95,30,500 
1,62,68,100 
11,57,19,400 


47,21,000 


5 : 100 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


രൂപ് 
63,55,100 


(3 ) 
രൂപ 
1,000 


രൂപ് 
63,56,100 


XIV 


XV 
XVI 
XVII 


1,92,86,300 
19.98,79,000 
10,58 ,47,900 


8,35,600 
15,68,500 


1,92,86,300 
20,07,14,600 
10,74,16,400 


12,21,000 

64,000 


XVIII 
XIS 
XX 
XXI 
XXII 
XXXIII 
XXIV 
XXV 


92,53,11,500 
19,84,44,800 

3,08,13,800 
14,81,38,000 
2,57,40,600 
98,60,000 

18,14,500 
1,68,06,90ാ 


3,00,000 


ഇനിലുകൾ 
ലഖനസാമഗ്രികളും അച്ചടിയും 
മറ ° ഭരണച്ചെലവുകളും 
ചൊതുമരാമത്ത് 
പെൻഷനും പലവകയും 
വിദ്യാഭ്യാസവും കലയും 
സംസ്ക്കാരവും 
വൈദ്യം 
കുടുംബാസു തണം 
പൊതുജനാരോഗ്യം 
ഭവനനിർമ്മാണം 
നഗരവികസനം 
വാർത്തയും ( പചാണവും 
തൊഴിലും നിയമനവും 
ഹരിജനക്ഷേമം ഉൾപ്പെടെയുളള 

ന മുഹ്യക ° nt1 മം 
ക്ഷാമം 
സഹകരണം 
പലവക സാമ്പത്തികസർവ്വീസുകൾ 
മാഷി 
ഭക്ഷണവും പോഷകാഹാരങ്ങളും 
മഗസംരക്ഷണം 
ഡയറീ 
ഫിഷറീസ 


92,65,32,500 
19,85,08,800 

3,08,13,800 
14,81,38,000 
2,60,40,600 
98,60,000 

18,14,500 
1,68,07,400 


ക 


500 


51,000 


XXVI 
XXVII 
XXVIII 
XXIX 
XXX 
XXXI 
XXXII 
XXXIII 


9,30,74,600 

30,00,00 
1,20,70,500 
14,57,71,400 
10,52 03,100 
6,28,59,600 
4,50,06,100 
1,63,69,400 
2,57,31,200 


500 

100 
51,000 
10,00,000 

1,000 


9,31,25,600 

30,00,000 
11,20,71,000 
14,57,71,500 
10,52,54,100 
? 6,38,59,600 

4,30,07,100 
1,63,69,400 
2,57,46,200 


15,000 


വനം 


66,000 

1,000 
2,84,100 
2,01,100 


XXXIV 
XXXV 
XXXVI 
XXXVII 
XXXVIII 
" XXXIX 

XL 
XLI 
XLII 


5,69,66,900 
6,18,46,700 
5,02,87,300 
17,94,21,300 
5,38,50,000 

93,89,800 
1,75,90,800 

45,33,100 


സാമൂഹ്യവികസനം 
വ്യവസായം 
ജലസേചനം 
പവ്വർ 
തുറമുഖങ്ങൾ 
ഗതാഗതം 
വിനോദസഞ്ചാരം 
നഷ്ടപതിഫലവും ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു 

കൊടുക്കലും 
പൊതുകടം തിരിയെക്കൊടുക്കൽ 
കണ്ടിൻജൻസി ഫണ്ട 
പലവക കടങ്ങളുംമുൻകൂറുകളും 


5,70,32,900 
6,18,47,700 

5,05,71,400 
17,96.22,400 
5,38,50,000 

94,34,800 
1,75,90,800 
.45,33,100 


45,000 


85,00,000 


1,63,14,18,100 


85,00,000 
1,63,14,18,1 00 


XLIII 
XIIV 


3,43.01,000 


3,43,01,000 


ആകെ 


3,04,84,85,700 


1,94,76,15,300 


4,99,61,01,000 


I. MATHEW, 
Tead Translator, 


( A true translation ) 


Kerala Gazette No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 . 
PART I 

Section iit 
കേരള സർക്കാർ 
നിയമവകുപ്പ് 

പരസ്യം 
നമ്പർ 1815 എച്ച് 2| 74| ലം . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1974 മേയ് 23 

1896 ജ്യഷം 2 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ, താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതു 
ജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസ 
പാസ്സാക്കിയ ബില്ലിന് 1974 മേയ 17-ാം തീയതി പസിഡൻറിൻറ 
അനുമതി ലഭിക്കുകയുണ്ടായി. 

ഗവർണ്ണരുടെ ഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

എം . ശേഖരൻ, 

നിയമവകുപ്പ് സെക്രട്ടറി, 
1974- ലെ 15 -ാം ആക്റ് 
1974- ലെ ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക വസൂലാക്കൽ 

നിർത്തിവയ്ക്കൽ ആക്ററ 
ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക ഈടാക്കൽ നടപടികളിൽ നിന്നും അതിന 
ആനുഷംഗികമായ കാര്യങ്ങളിൽ നിന്നും കാണകുടിയാൻമാർക്കും വരിൽ 
നിന്നും അവകാശം സിദ്ധിക്കുന്നവർക്കും താൽക്കാലിക സംരക്ഷണം 
നൽകുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ആക്ററ് : 

പീഠിക -കാണകുടിയാൻമാരേയും അവരിൽ നിന്നും അവകാശം സിദ° ധി 
ക്കുന്നവരേയും അവർക്കെതിരായി ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക ഈടാക്കുന്നതിനും 
അതിന് ആനുഷംഗികമായ കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വേണ്ടിയുളള നടപടികൾ എടുക്കുന്ന 
തിൽനിന്നും താൽക്കാലികമായി സംരക്ഷണം നൽകുന്ന വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ 
ഉണ്ടാക്കണ്ടത് യുക്തമായിരിക്കയാൽ 

- ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തിയഞ്ചാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ 
പറയും പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും, ആരംഭവും, കാലാവധിയു ം .- ( 1) ഈ ആക്ററിന് 
1974- ലെ ജിമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക വസൂലാക്കൽ നിർത്തിവയ്ക്കൽ ആക്ററ്, 
എന്ന് പേർ പറയാ.. 

( 2 ) ഇത് ഉടനടി പാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതും, 1974 ജൂൺ30.9ം തീയതി 
പ്രാബല്യം ഇല്ലാതായിത്തീരുന്നതുമാണ്. 
( 3) ഈ 

( പാബല്യത്തിലല്ലാതായിത്തീരുമ്പോൾ കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ ഒരു ആക° ററിനാൽ ഈ ആക്ററ് റദ °ദാക്കപ്പെട്ടിരു 
ന്നാൽ എന്നതുപോലെ 125- ലെ വ്യാഖ്യാനവും സാമാന്യവാചക ഖണ്ഡങ്ങളും 
സംബന്ധിച്ചു . ആക്ററിലെ (1125- ലെ VII) 4 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ 
ബാധകമായിതീരുന്നതാണ്. 

2 . വ്യാഖ്യാനം -ഈ ആക°ററിൽ ഉപയോഗിച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന വാക്കുകൾക്കും 
പയോഗങ്ങൾക്കു്യം1955- ലെ കാണകുടിയായ്മ ആക്ററിൽ (1955- ലെ XXIV ) 
G , 1052 


താഴെ 


ആക്റ്, 


2 


ഈ 


അവയ്ക്ക യഥാക്രമം നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്ന അർത്ഥങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്ന 
താണ്. 

3 . ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശികയ്ക്കുളള വ്യവഹാരങ്ങൾ , അപേക്ഷകൾ 
മു ത ല ാ യ വ നിർത്തിവയ്ക്കൽ. - (1 ) 1955 - ലെ കാണംകുടിയായ്മ 
ആക്ററിലോ (1955- ലെ XXIV ) മറേറതെങ്കിലും നിയമത്തിലോ, ഏതെങ്കിലും 
കരാറിലോ, ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയുടെ വിധിന്യായത്തിലോ, വിധിയിലോ, 
ഉത്തരവിലോ, വിപരീതമായി എന്തുതന്നെ അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, ഈ ആക്റ് 
നടപ്പായി വരുമ്പോഴും നടപ്പായി വരുന്നതുമുതൽക്കും, 

( എ ) ഈ ആക്ററ് 1 പാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതിനു മുൻപ് കൊടു 
ക്കണ്ടതായിത്തീർന്നിട്ടുളള ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശികകൾ വസൂലാക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
യാതൊരു വ്യവഹാരമോഅപേക്ഷയോമററു നടപടിയോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ, 

( ബി ) അപകാരമുളള ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക വസൂലാക്കുന്നതി 
നുളള വിധിയോ, ഉത്തരവോ നടത്തുന്നതിനുളള യാതൊരപേക്ഷയോ, 
നടപടിയോ അഥവാ അതിനു ആനുഷംഗികമോ, സഹായകമോ ആയ മാറാപ 
ക്ഷയോ, നടപടിയോ, 

യാതൊരു കോടതിയിലോ, മററധികാരസ്ഥൻറയേം ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥ 
ൻറയോ മുമ്പാകെ സ്വീകാര്യമല്ലാത്തതും ആക്ററ് നടപ്പിൽ വരുന്ന 
സമയത്ത് ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയുടേയോ മററധികാരസ്ഥൻറയോ, ഉദ്യോ 
ഗസ്ഥൻറയോ മുമ്പാകെ തീർപ്പാകാതെയിരിക്കുന്ന ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക 
കൾ വസൂലാക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിയുളള വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളുംഅപേക്ഷകളും മററു 
നടപടികളും. അങ്ങിനെയുളള ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശികകൾ വസൂലാക്കുന്നതി 
നുളള വിധികളോഉത്തരവുകളോ നടത്തുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിയുളള എല്ലാ അപേക്ഷ 
കളും നടപടികളും അവയ്ക്ക് ആനുഷംഗികമോ സഹായകമോ ആയ മററു 
നടപടികളും നിർത്തിവയ്ക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

(2) ഈ ആക്ററ് നടപ്പായിവരുമ്പോൾ ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയുടേയോ, 
മററധികാരസ്ഥൻറയോ ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻറയോ മുമ്പാകെ തീർപ്പാകാതെയിരി 
ക്കുന്നതും ഈ ആക്ററ് നടപ്പായി വരുന്നതിനു മുമ്പ് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായി 
ത്തീർന്നിട്ടുള്ള ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശികകൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച വിധികൾക്കോ 
ഉത്തരവുകൾക്കോ എതിരായുളള 

"എല്ലാ 

അപ്പീലുകളും, അങ്ങനെയുളള 
ജൻമിക്കരം കുടിശ്ശിക സംബന്ധിച്ച വിധികൾക്കോ ഉത്തരവുകൾക്കോ 
എതിരായുളള എല്ലാ റിവിഷനുകളും നിറുത്തിവയ്ക്കേണ്ടതും, യാതൊരു 
കോടതിയാ മാധികാരസ്ഥനോ ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ അങ്ങനെ നടപ്പായി 
വന്നശേഷം ബോധിപ്പിച്ച് അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും അപ്പീലോ റിവിഷനോ 
തുടർന്നു നടത്താൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതുമാകുന്നു . 

4 . കാലഹരണം., ഈ ആക്ററുപകാരം നിരോധിച്ചിട്ടുളള വ്യവഹാര 
ങ്ങളോ മറ്റു നടപടികളോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അപേക്ഷ സമർപ്പിക്കലുകളോ, 
അപ്പീലുകളോ റിവിഷനുകളോ. ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുളള ക ാ ല ഹ ര ണ 
കണക്കാക്കുമ്പോൾ | ഈ ആക ററു പ്രകാരം അപകാരുളള വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളോ 
മററു നടപടികളോ, അപേക്ഷകളോ, അപ്പീലുകളോ, റിവിഷനുകളോ 
നിരോധിച്ചിട്ടുളള കാലം ഒഴിവാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
( A True translation ) 

I. MATHEW, 
Head Translator . 
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G.O. Rt. No. 1017174, 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th May 1974 . 
S.R.O. No.477 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section 
(2 ) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act , 1960 (32 of 1960), the 
Government of Kerala , after consult ng the Melur Panchayat hereby 
exclude from the operation of tht said Act, the lands described in the sche 
dule below vested in the said Panchayat, and registered in the revenue 
records as "Edavazhi poramboke . 


SCHEDULE 
District - Trichur. 

Taluk Mukundapuram . 
Name of village - Muringoor Vadakkum iuri 
Surney No. - 92 / 7. 
Extent_ • 0051 Hectare. 


Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate general 
purport . The land is poramboke (Road) which stands vested in the 
Melur Panchayat The Melur Panchayat has agreed to transfer the lands 
to the Central Government for the development of National Highway. ; 


താഴെ 


എസ്, ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ, 477174-1960- ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്റ് 
(1960- ലെ 32) 62 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ 
വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള സർക്കാർ മേലൂർ പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി കൂടിയാലോചിച്ച 
ദശഷം പസ്തുത പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുള്ളതും, 
പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും ഇടവഴി പുറമ്പോക്കായി വന്യൂരേഖകളിൽ 
രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമികൾ 

( പസ്തു . 

ആക്ററിന്റെ 
( പവർത്തനപരിധിയിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ ഒഴിവാക്കുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല - തശ്ശൂർ, 

താലൂക്ക് മുകുന്ദപുരം. 
വില്ലേജിന്റെ പേര് മുരിങ്ങർ വടക്കുംമുറി. 
സർവ്വ നമ്പർ -92/ 7. 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-01 0051 ഹെക്ടർ, 
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വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല , എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കാൻ 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാണ്. പ്രസ്തുതഭൂമി ( റോഡ്) പുറമ്പോക്കാണ്. 
മേലൂർ പഞ്ചായത്തി ൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്നു . മേലൂർ പഞ്ചായത്ത് 
(പസ്തുത ഭൂമി നാഷണൽ ഹൈവേയുടെ വികസനത്തിനായി കേന്ദ 
ഗവൺമെന്റിന് കൈമാററം ചെയ്യുന്നതിന് സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 


ഇത 


By order of the Governor, 
U.MAHABALA RAO 

Secretary .. 
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PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 

(1) 
No. 24135 / TC1/ 74-1 /PWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 461 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of ti e Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles (Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 ( 25 of 1963) and in partial modifi:ation of Notification 
No. 49087/ TB2/71 /PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S. R. O. 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazetre Extrao dinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 
as modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/ 72 /PW dated 29th September, 
1972 , pub ished as S. R. O.No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 dated 29th September 1972 , the Government of Kerala being of 
opipio that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , hereby 
order that 8th to 11th instal nents of arrears of tax due under the said 
Act in respect of the stage carriages KLK 6519 and KLK 1331 belonging to 
Sri Raju M Mathai, Baby Gomathy, Kottayam shall be paid forthwith and 
12th to 15th instalments before 10. July 1974 and 16th to 21st 
instalments in 3 months at the rate of two instalments every 
month beginning from August 1974 and 22nd instalment in November 1974 , 
without prejudice to the payment of arrears of T. P. G. falling due as per 
orders in force and the current dues of T.P.G. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the notification .) 

It has been represented by Sri Raju M.Mathai, Baby Gomathy, 
Kottavam that he could not remit the 8th to 22nd instalments ofarrears 
of T.P.G. on or before the due dates due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
-the matter and decided to extend the timeas notified in public interest, 
as otherwise the vehicles will be put ut of operation causing much 
inconvenience to the students and the travelling public . 


(2 ) 
No. 24135 / TCI/74-2 / PWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th Jun 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 462 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of the schedule to th Serala Motor Vehicles (Taxation of Passengers and 
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Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963) and in partial modification of Notification 1 
No. 49087/ TB2/71/PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S.R.O. No. 262172 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modified by Notification I No. 39011 / TB2 /72 / PW dated 29th September 
1972 , published as S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 dated 29th September 1972, the Government of Kerala being of 
opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , he eby order that 
the dates of payment of Ist to 22nd instalments of arrears of tax due 
under the said Act in respect of the stage carriages KLK 7498 and 
KLK 6246 belonging to Sri Raju M.Mathai, Baby Gomathy, Kottayam shall 
be deemed to have extended till 13-6-1974 . 

Esplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the notification . ) 

It has been represented by Sri Raju M. Mathai, Baby Gomathy , 
: Kottayam , that he could not remit some of the instalments of arrears of 

T.P.G. on or before the due dates due to financial strain and that he has 
cleared the 22nd instalment before 13-6-1974 . He requested to condone 
the delay in remitting the tax. The Notification is to condone the delay. 

By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRIRHNAN , 

Joint Secretary . 


Kerala Gazette No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 , 
PARTI 

Sectisa iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport C ) Departmeni 

NOTIFICATIONS 

( 1) 
No. 24677/ TC1/74-1 /PWD . 

Daled , Trivandrum . 19th June 1974 . 
SR, O.No. 46374 , --Increjse of the pow conedby 

mi 
the schedule to the Kerala Motor Velics Tax in fata and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963 ) and in parcal modific ion of Notification I 
No. 49087/ TB2/71/PW , dated 1st Tunc, 197% putlich d 29 S 0 . 
No. 262172 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No 97 dated 1st [linis 
1972 as modified by Notification ! No. 3901UTB2/72/PW , 2007 , 
September 1972, published as S. 

K.No. 495/72 in the Kerala Cat 
Extraordinary No. 538 dated 2905 September 1972, the Government 
Kerala being of opinion that it is necessarv in the public int rattadon. 
hereby order that the dates of payment of the 1st to 22.d instalments 
arrears of tas due under the said Ac in repect of the stare carri . 
KLK 5791 belonging to Sri K. M. Joseph , Kavalackal, Chingiva am , 
Kottayam shall be deemed to have extended till 18-6-1974. 


! 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notitication bat is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the notiacation .) 

It has been represented by Sri K. M.Joseph , Kavalackal, Chingavanam 
Kottayam that he could not remit the Ist to 22nd installment of arrears a 

T.P.G.on or before the dur dates due to financial train and that he remiited 
the tax before 18-6-1974. Herequestet: candone the delay in r/miting the 
tax . The Notification is to concone the delay. 


( 2 ) 
No. 24677 /TC1/74-2 /PWD 

Darl, Trivandrum , 19th June 1974. 
S. R. O.No.464 /71. - In exercise of the powers conferred b rulete. 
ine Schedule to the Kerala fotor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods ) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963 ) and in partialmodificati o Notination ! 
No. 49087/ TB2/71 /PW dated 1st June 1972 p Ulished S.R.O. 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary N. 287 dated !s : June 
1972 as modified by Notification.I No. 39011/ TB2/7 /PNV Cated 29 : 1 
September 1972. pablished as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kozete 
Extraordinary No. 533 dated 29th September, 1972, the Government of 
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Kerala being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , 
herehy order that the 6th to 22nd instalments of arrears of tax due under 
the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLT 4333 belonging to Sri 
K. M. Joseph , Kavalackal, Chingavanam , Kottayam shall be paid in four 
equal monthly instalments the first of such instalments commencing forıhwith 
without prejudice to the payment of T.P.G. arrears falling due every 
month as per the orders in force and the current dues of TPG . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the notification . ) 

It has been represented by Sri K.M. Joseph, Kavalackal, Chingavanam 
Kottayam that he could not remit the 6th to 22nd insta ]ments of arrears of 
TPG on or before the due dates due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest, as 
otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much inconve 
nience to the students and the travelling public. 

By order of the Governor ; 
G. M.NARAYANAN , 

DE 
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PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24136 / TC1/ 74 /PTVD . 

• Dated, Trivandrum , 15th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 465/74.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 ( 25 of 1963) and in partial moditication of notification I 
No. 43087/ TB2/ 71 PW dated 1st June 1972 published as S.R.O.No. 262/72 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modificd by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/72/PW . dated 29th September 
1972, published as S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 dated 29th September 1972 the Government of Kerala being 
of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so, hereby order 
that the 7th to 10ti instalments of arrears of tax due under the said Act in 
respect of the stage carriage KLK . 3680 belonging to Sri P. A. James , 
Indoor House , Naitassery shall be paid for thwith and 11th to 22nd instal 
ments sh 1l be paid in 4 months at the rate of 3 instalments every month 
starting from July 1974 without prejudice to the payment of arrears of 
TPG . falling due as per orders in force and the current dues of TPG . 

By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the notification .) 

It has been represented by Sri P. A. James, Andoor House , Nattassery 
that he could not reinit the 7th to 22nd instalments of arrears of T. P. G. 
on or before the due dates due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest, as 
otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much inconve 
nience to the students and the travelling public. 
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PAPTI 

GOVERNMENT OR KERALA 
Pabile Works ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 24134 / TCI/74 / PW . 

Dated , Trivandrun, 14th June 1974 . 
S. R.O.No. 466 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 
of the Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicle ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963) and in partialzodification of Notification I, 
No. 49087 / TB271 PW dated 1st June , 1972 published as S. R. O. No. 
262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June, 1972 
as modified by Notification ! No. 39011/TB2172/PW dated 29th September , 
1972, published 23 S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 date : 29th September, 1972 , the Governsent of Kerala being of 
opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , hereby order 
that the dates of payment of the 1st to 22nd iastalments of arrears of tax 
duc under the said Act in respect of the stage carriages, registration 
numbers of which are mentioned in the annexure to this notification shall 
be extended till 14-6-1974 , 


Annexure 


Name and address of the registered 


owner 


Registration numbers of 

Stage carriages 
1 . KLK . 8472 


2. KLK . 8698 


3. KLK . 6010 & KLK . 6837 


Chacko Kuruvila, Nellanganattil House , 

Koodalloor P. O., Kottayam . 
Jassey Michael, Puliveliparampil , Erayil 

kadavu , Kottayam . 
T.M.Abraham , Nirmala Motor Service, 

Kottayam . 
C. P. Thomas, Chathurathundiyil, 

Kurichi, Kottayam . 
P. T. John , Pallanapallil, S.H.M.P.O., 

bottayam 
Thanpy Abraham , Pulanapallil House, 

Kottayam 


4. KLK , 8529 & KLK . 8851 


5. KLK . S767 & KLK . 6257 


6 . 


KLK . 8826 


By order of the Governor , 
1. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 
Foint Secretary 

[P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the Notification .) 

It has been represented by the bus operators mentioned above that they 
have delayed the payments of some of the monthly instalmente of arrears of 
IPG due to financial stran , and requested that the delay may be 
condoned . They have also stated that all the monthly instalments of 
arrears of TPG fallen due till the end of May 1974 have been cleared by 
them . Government have considered request and decided that the delay in 
remitting the instalments will be condoned . The notification is to condone 
the delay. 
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PARTI 

Sect.00 iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport a ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24336 / TC1/74 / PWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 467/74 - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of the 
Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles (Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963 ), and in partialmodification of N tification I 
No. 49087 /TB2171 PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S.R.O. No. 262/72 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/72 /PW dated 29th September , 
1972 published as S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972, the Government of Kerala 
being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so, hereby 
order that the dates of payment ofthe 8th to 22nd instalments of arrears 
of tax due under the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLK 6220 
belonging to Sri C.V. Varkey, Chackalayil, Periyaram , Kottayam , shall 
be deemed to have extended till 10-6-1974 . 


By order of the Governor, 
T.S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the Notification . ) 

It has been represented by Sri C.V. Varkey, Chackalayil, Periyaram , 
Kottayam , that he could not remit the 8th to 22nd instalments of arrears 
of TPG on or before the due dates due to financial strain and that he 
remitted the tax before 10-6-1974 . He requested to condone the delay in 
remitting the tax . The Notification is to condone the delay . 
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PART I 

Seotion iv . 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pabllc Works (Transport- a ) Dopartment 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24541/ TCI/74 / PWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No 468 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of 
the schedule t . the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Ta ation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963( 25 of 1963) and in partial modification of Notification I 
No : 49087/ TB2/71/PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S. R. O.No. 262/72 . 
in he Kerala Gazette Extra -ordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modifiea by Notification INo. 39011/TB2/72 /PW dated 29th September, 1972 
published as S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kuala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 dated 29th September, 

1972 and Notification 
No. 5000 /TCI/74 / PW dated 4-2-1974 published as S.R. O.No. 123 /7 + in 
the Gazette No. 8 dated 19-2-1974 theGovernment of Kerala being ofopinion 
that it is necessary in the Public interest to do so , hereby order that the date 
of payment of the instalment of arrears of tax due under the said Act which 
feli on 31-3-1974 in re- pect of the stage carriage KLK 5304 belonging to 
Si Schastian John Fernandes, Thittayil kizhakethil, Eravipuram shall be 
deemed to have extended till 2-4-1974 . 


By order of the Governor. 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the Notification ) 

It has been represented by Sri Sebastian John Fernandes, Thittayil 
kizhakethil, Eravipuram that he could not remit the instalment of arrears of 
TPG which fell duc on 31-3-1974 on or before the due date due to financial 
strain and th it he rernitted the tax on 2-4-1974. He requested to condone 
the delay in remitting the tax . The Notification is to condone the delay. 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 25157 / TC1/74-1/ PWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st June 1974. 
S. R. O. No. 469/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of 
the Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963), and in partial modification of Notification I 
No. 49087/TB2/71/ PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S. R. O. 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 
1972 as modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/72/ PW dated 29th 
September , 1972. published as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette 
Extraordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972 the Government of 
Kerala being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , 
hereby order that the 3rd to 22nd instalments of arrcars of tax due under 
the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLR 8337 beloging to 
Sri N. Sankara Menon , NellikkalHouse, Kainur P.O., Trichur shall be 
paid in 20 equal monthly instalments the first of such instalments shall be 
paid before 30-6-1974 without prejudice to the payment of TPG arrears 
falling due every month as per orders in force and the current dues of TPG 

By order of the Governor , 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the Notification ) 

It has been represented by Sri N. Sankara Menon , Nellikkal House , 
P. O.Kainur, Trichur, that he could not remit the 3rd to 22nd instalments 
of arrears of TPG on or before the due dates due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest, 

otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much 
inconvenience to the students and the travelling public . 


as 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 25160 /TC1/74 / PWD. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 21st June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 470 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 of 
the schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 ( 25 of 1963) and in partial modification of Notification 
No. 49087/TB2 /71/PW daled Ist June, 1972 published as S. R. O. I 
No. 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 
1972 as modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/ 72 /PW dated 29th 
September , 1972 published as S. R. O. No: 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette 
Extra -ordinary No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972 the Government of 
Kerala being of opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so, 
hereby order that the 9th to 22nd instalments of arrears of tax due under 
the said Act in respect of the stage carriage KLE 3104 belonging to Smt. 
A. G. Kanakamma, Athanical House, Thoppumpady, Cochin -5 shall be 
paid in five equal monthly instalments the first of such instalments shall 
be paid forthwith without prejudice to the payment of TPG arrears falling 
due every month as per orders in force and the current clues of TPG . 

By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification but is intended to explain , the 
reasons for issue of the Notification ) 

It has been represented by Sunt. A.G. Kanakamma, Athanical House, 
Thoppumpady, Cochin -5 . that she could not remit the 9th to 22nd 
instalments of arrears of TPG on or before the due dates due to financial 
strain . 

She has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest , as 
otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much 
inconvenience to the students and the travelling public . 


G. 1087 


Kerala Gazetic No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 
PARTI 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pulilic Works (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
No. 52006 /E2/ 72 /PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 25th June 1974 . 

( i ) 
S. R. O. No. 471/74. - Whereas the Kodakara Panchayat has in a 
resolution dated the 30th June 1971 requested that the provision of the 
Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 shall be applied to 
the areas within that Panchayat. 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (3) of section 1 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby apply all the 
provisions of the said Act to the Kodakara Panchayat area in Trichur District 
with effect from the 25th day of June 1974 . 

( ii) 
S.R.O. No. 472/74.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), the Governmentof Kerala hereby appoint the Munsiff , 
having jurisdiction over the Kodakara Panchayat area in Trichur District, 
to be the Rent Control Court for the said area with effect from the 25th 
day of June 1974 . 


S. R. O.No: 473/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala ,hereby appoint the 
Tahsildar, having jurisdiction over the Kodakara Panchayat area in 
Trichur District to be the Accmmodation Controller for the said area , 
with effect from the 25th day of June 1974 . 

(iv ) 
• S. R. O. No. 474/74.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of sub -section ( 1) of section 18 of the Buildings (Lease and Rens 
Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), theGovernment of Kerala hereby confer on 
the Subordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the case 
may be, having jurisdiction over the Kodakara Panchayat area in Trichur 
District the powers of the appellate authority for the purposes of the said 
Act in the said area with effect from the 25th day of June 1974 . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. M.NARAYANAN , 

Depaly Secretary 


G. 1092 
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PARTI 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Power ( Electricity - A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. RD. No. 220 /74/W & P . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 19th June 1974.. 
SR O.No. 476 / 74.- In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 16 
of the Electricity (Supply) Act, 1948 (Central Act 54 of 1948 ) , the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to notification 
issued under G.O. Rt. No. 180 /74 / W & P . dated 3rd May , 1974 and 
published as S.R.O. No. 358/74 in the Kerala Gazette No. 21 Part I dated 
the 21st May, 1974 , namely : 


AMENDMENT 


In the schedule to the said notification , for the entry against serial 
No. 12 , under column 8 , the following shall be substituted , namely: 

" Shri M. K.Kunhiraman , 
General Secretary, 
Kerala State Electricity Board Labour Union , 
Santhi Bhavan,Meppayur P.O., via. Meladi, 
Kozhikode District” . 

By order of the Governor, 
V. U.K. NAMBISSAN , 

Joint Secretary . 


G. 1078 


Kerala Gazette No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 . 
PART 1 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( G Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. 0. Rt. No .. 1032174, 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 478 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub . 
section (2 ) of section 82 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 ( 32 of 1960 ), 
the Government of Kerala , after consulting the Karuvatta Panchayal 
hereby assume the administration of the land described in the schedule 
below , vested in the said Panchayat and registered in the revenue records 
as " Thodu Poramboke " . 


Taluk --Karihigappally . 


SCHEDULE 
- District--- Alleppey . 

Name of Village -- Karuvatta . 
S. No. - 2343/ B2 . 
Extent -0.0014 (Hectare) 


Explanatory Note 
This is not a partof the notification , but is intended to indicate the general 
purport. The land is poramboke vested in the Karuvatta Panchayat 
and the Panchayat has agreed to transfer the land to the Central Govern 
ment for development of National Highway. 


എസ്. ആർ, 8 , നമ്പർ. 478 / 74. - 1960 - ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്റ 
(1360 - ലെ 32 ) 82 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാര 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ്, കരുവാറ പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി 
കൂടിയാലോചിച്ച ശേഷം താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും, പ്രസ്തുത 
പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളളതും, " തോടു പുറമ്പോക്കാ യി റവന്യൂ 
രേഖകളിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമിയുടെഭരണം ഇതിനാൽ ഏറെറടുകുന്നു . 


താലൂക്ക്_കാർത്തികപ്പളളി 


പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല ആലപ്പുഴ, എ 

വില്ലേജിന്റെ പേര് - കരുവാറ 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ -2343 / ബി 2 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-0.(0014 ഹെക്ടർ 
G , 10 : 7 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
ഇം പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ° ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്ന 
ത ന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . ഭൂമി, കരുവാററ പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക വിപത 
മായിട്ടുളള പുറമ്പോക്കും നാഷണൽ ഹൈവേയുടെ വികസനത്തിനുവേണ്ടി, 
ഈ ഭൂമി കേന് ഭഗവൺമെൻറിന കൈമാററം ചെയ്തു കൊള്ളാമെന്ന 
പഞ്ചായത്ത് സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമാണ്. 


By order of the Governor, 
U.MABABALA Rao , 

Secretary. 


Kerala Gazette No 27 dated 2nd July 1974 . 
PART I 

Siction iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24137 /TCI/74 /PWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 479 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 4 
of the schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicle: ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 (25 of 1963) and in partial modification of Notification I 
No. 49087 /TB2/71/PW dated 1st June 1972 published as S. R O. No. 262,72 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287 dated 1st June 1972 as 
modified by Notification- I No. 39011 / TB2/72 / PW dated 29th September 
1972, published as S. R. O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 

ary No 538 dated 29th S ^ ptember 1972 , the Government of Kerala 
being of opinion that it is necessary in thepublic interest to do so , hereby 
order that Ilth to 14th instalments of arrears of tax due under the said Act 
in respect of the stage carriage K. L. K. 4325 belonging to Sri 
T.M.Cherian , Jaya Motor Service, Kottayam shall be paid forth with , 
and 15th to 22nd instalments shall be paid in 4 months at the rate of two 
instalments every month starting from July 1974 , without prejudice to the 
payment of arrears of T.P.G. falling due as per orders in force and the current 
dues of T. P. G. 

By order of the Governor , 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 

Joint Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the notification ) . 

It has been represented by Sri T. M. Cherian , Jaya Motor Service, 
Kottayam that he could not remit the 11th to 22nd instalments of arrears 
of T.P.G , on or before the due dates due to financial strain . 

He has requested for extension of time. Government have considered 
the matter and decided to extend the time as notified in public interest, as 
otherwise the vehicle will be put out of operation causing much incon 
venience to the students and the travelling public. 


G , 1067 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Rt. No. 1035/74. 

Dated , Tridandrum , 3rd May 1974 . 
S.R.O.No. 480/74 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(2 ) of section 82 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 ( 32 of 1960 ), the 
Government of Kerala, after consulting the Ambalapuzi a Panchayat hereby 
assume the administration of the land described in the schedule below , 
vested in the said Panchayat and registered in the Revenue Records as 
« Tank Poramboke" . 


Talut:-Ambalapuzha . 


SCHEDULE 
Disirict-- Alleppey 

Name of Village - Ambalapuzha 
Survey No. - 57/6B2 
Extent in hectare -0.0391 


Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the general 
purport. The land is poramboke (kulam ) which stands vested in the 
Ambalapuzha Panchayat. The Ambalapuzha Panchayat has agreed to 
transfer the lands to the Central Government for the development of 
National Highway . 


എസ്. ആർ. ഒ, നമ്പർ 480/74.--1960 - ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്റ 
( 1960- ലെ 32) 82 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ 
വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള സർക്കാർ അമ്പലപ്പുഴ പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി ആലോചിച്ച 
ശേഷം താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും, പ്രസ്തുത പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ 
നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളളതും കുളം പുറമ്പോക്കായി റവന്യൂ രേഖകളിൽ രേഖ 
പ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമിയുടെഭരണം ഇതിനാൽ റെറടുക്കുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക, 


ജില്ല --- ആലപ്പുഴ 

താലുക്ക്-(അമ്പലപ്പുഴ 
വില്ലേജിൻറ പേര് - അമ്പലപ്പുഴ 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ-57/ 6 ബി 2. 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 0.0391 ഹെക്ടർ 
C. 1028 


2 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിൻറെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ ദേശത്തെ സൂചിപ്പി 
ക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ ° ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാണ്. പ്രസ്തുത ഭൂമിപുറമ്പോക്കും (കുളം) 
അമ്പലപ്പുഴ പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളളതും ആകുന്നു . അമ്പലപ്പുഴ 
പഞ്ചായത്ത (പസ്തുത ഭൂമി നാഷണൽ ഹൈവേയുടെ വികസനത്തിനായി 
കേന ° ( 8 ഗവൺമെൻറിന് കൈമാറ്റം ചെയ്യാമെന്നു സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 


By order of the Governor, 
U. MAFIABALA RAO , 

Secretary. 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare 

(Panchayat-G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. 0. Rt. No. 1036174 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , Srd June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 481/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2 ) of section 82 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960), 
the Government of Kerala , after consulting the Purakkad Panchayat hereby 
assume the administration of the land described in the schedule below , vested 
in the said Panchayat and described in the revenue records as " Thodu 
Poramboke" . 


Taluk - Ambalapuzha 


SOFIEDULE 
District - Alleppey . 

Name of village - Purakkad . 
Survey No. - 289 /1 B2. 
Extent Hectare . -0.0040 


Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate general 
jpurport. The lands are paramboke ( Thodu )" which stands vested in this 
Purakkad Panchayat . The Purakkad Panchayat has agreed to transfer the 
lands to the Central Government for the development of National Highway . 


എസ്. ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ 481 / 74. - 1960- ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്ററ് 
(1960 - ലെ 32) 82-ാം വകുപ്പ്( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങ . 
വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കേരള ഗവണ്മെൻറ്, പുറക്കാട് പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി കൂടി 
(ഒരലോചിച്ച ശേഷം, താഴെ പട്ടികയ തൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുള്ളതും. ( പസ തു 
പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായതും, " തോടു പുറമ്പോക്കായി റവന 
രേഖകളിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമിയുടെഭരണം ഇതിനാൽ 

ഏറെറടു 
ക്കുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല - ആലപ്പുഴ. 

താലൂക്ക് അമ്പലപ്പുഴ. 
വില്ലേജിന്റെ പേര "_പുറക്കാട് 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ-289/1 ബി 2 

" വിസ്തീർണ്ണം -0.0040 ഹെക്ടർ 
G , 102 


2 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിൻറ ഭാഗമല്ല, എന്നാൽ പൊതുഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കാൻ 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . പ്രസ്തുത ഭൂമികൾ ( തോട്) പുറമ്പോക്കാണ്, 
ഇവ പുറക്കാടു പഞ്ചായ ത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്നു . പുറക്കാടു 
പഞ്ചായത്ത് പസ്തുത ഭൂമികൾ നാഷണൽ ഹൈവേയുടെ വികസനത്തി 
നായി കേന്ദ്ര ഗവൺമെൻറിന് കൈമാററം ചെയ്യാമെന്ന് സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 


By order of the Governor , 
U. MAHABAI.A RAO, 

Secretary. 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G , 0. Rt. No. 106674, 

Dated , Tridandrum, 3rd June 1974 
S. R. O. No. 482/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2) of section 82 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ), 
the Government of Kerala with the approvalof the Kunnathukal Panchayat 
hereby assume the administration of the puramboke specified below , vested 
in the said Panchayat and measuring the extent noted against the survey 
numbers and registered in the revenue records as " Kulam " Puramboke. 

SCHEDULE 
District Trivandrum . 

Taluk - Neyyattinkara . 
Name of Village - Kunnathukal. 
Sur ory No. - 5514 and 55|7A. 
Extenit - 22.750 Cents. 

Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the general 
purport. The land is vested with Kunnathukal Panchayat and the Pancha 
ya , has agreed to the assignment. 

എസ്. ആർ ഒ, നമ്പർ 482174. - 1960- ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്ററ് 
( 1960 - ലെ 32) 82 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 2 )-ം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാര 
6ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് , കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ്, കുന്നത്തുകാൽ പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി 
കൂടിയാലോചിച്ചശേഷം, താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും, (പസ്തുത 
പഞ്ചായത്തി ൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായതും, സർവ്വ നാരുകൾക്കെതിരെ വിസ് 
തീർണ്ണം കുറിച്ചിട്ടുളളത ) , "കുളം പുറ വാക്കായി റവന്യൂ രേഖകളിൽ 
വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമ".യുടെ ഭര ണം ഇതിനാൽ ഏറെറടുക്കുന്നു . 

പട്ടി ക 
ജ് --തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 

താലൂക്ക്_നെയ്യാററിൻകര . 
വില്ലിന്റെ പേര് --കുന്നത്തുകാൽ, 
സർവ്വ നമ്പർ - 554- • 557 - 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം- 22 : 750 സെൻറ് 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കു 

ഉദ്ദേശിച്ച്ട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . പരസ്യത്തിൽ പറയുന്ന ഭൂമികുന്നത്തു 
പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളളതും പഞ്ചായത്ത് പ്രസ്തുത 
ഭൂമി പതിച്ചു കൊടുക്കുന്നതിന് സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും ആകുന്നു. 

By v der of the Governor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Str! 1 : 


ന്നതിന 
കാ 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES - KERALA TREASURY Code VOLUME I - RULE 124 

AMENDMENT ISSUED 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G. O. ( P ) 137 /74 / Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th June 1974 . 


Read : 1 . 

2 . 


G.I.M.F. 10 (74 )-B /71, dated 23-12-1971 . 
Letter No. 866 /72 / Tech . I (1), dated 9-6-1972 from the 
Director of Treasuries . 
Letter No. DCM II/ 17-46 /73-74 /49 /216 , dated 14-6-1973 
from the Accountant General. 


3 . 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O.No. 484 /74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause ( 2) of Article 283 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of 
Kerala hereby makes the following amendment to the Kerala Treasury 
Rules, namely: 


AMENDMENT 

C.S. No. 4 /74/Fin . dated 13-6-1974. 
In the said rule in Volume 1, in rule 124, " Note l " and " Note 2 " 
under second paragraph shall be renumbered as “ Note 2 " and " Note 3" 
respectively and before the Notes so renumbered the following Note shall 
be inserted, namely 
Note 1 : “ If a chalan on which a date of validity has been specified by 

the Departmental Officer is presented after that date , it 
shall not be accepted and numbered at Bank Treasuries or 

money thereof accepted by the Bank until it is revalidated 
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by the Departmental Officer, irrespective of the date of 

numbering of chalan at the Treasuries. 
The time limit of 10 days fixed shall not apply to chalans in 
re.pect of amounts tendered for payment of Income Tax, 
Companies (Profits) Sur-Tax and Estate Duty" : 

By order of the Governor, 

K. A. ABRAHAM , 
Under Secretary. 


To 


do . 


The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
All Officers of the Government Secretariat. 
All Sections of the Secretariat. 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala , Ernakulam (with C. L.) 
The Registrar , University of Kerala /Cochin /Calicut 
The Registrar, Agricultural University , Mannuthy do. 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission do . 
The Secretary, Board of Revenue, Trivandrum 

do . 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board 

do . 
The General Manager, K.S.RT. Corporation do . 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister and other Ministers . 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam . 
The Special Secretaries, Secretaries , Additional Secretaries, Joint 
Secretaries, Deputy Secretaries and Under Secretaries to 
Government. 


Kerala Gazette No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 
PART I 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


c 


G.O. (MS) No. 145 /74/LA & SWD . Dated, Tridandrum , 28th June 1974 . 

S. R. O. No. 485 /74. - Whereas it has been reported to Government 
that Sri A. Mohammed Kunju , Ex -President of the Karunagappally 
Panchayat and at present a member of the said panchayat and Sri 
P. K. Shanmughom , Member ofthe said panchayat inserted boyu resolu 
tions No. 11 to 17 dated 31-3-1966 regarding a Minor Irrigation work of th : 
Panchayat in the Minutes Book of the Panchayat regarding the meeting held 
on 31-3-1966 ; 

And whereas copies of the above bogus resolutions were caused to be 
forwarded to the Executive Engineer, Minor Irrigation Division , Quilon for 
taking up the said work ; 

And wherea, Government have been informed that the above said Sri 
Mohammed Kunju and Sri Shanmughom are guilty of gross and wilful 
misconduct in the discharge of their duties ; 

And whereas reasonable opportunity was given to the said Sri 
Mohammed Kunju and Sri Shanmughom under sub -section (3 ) of section 53 
of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ) to show cause ,why the 
members should not be removed from the Panchayat Committee; 

And whereas no satisfactory explanations were received from the said 
members; 

And whereas Goverruinent are of opinion that the said Sri Mohammed 
Kunju and Sri Shanmughom are guilty of gross and wilful misconduct in the 
discharge of their duties ; 

Now , therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section ( 2 ) of 
section 53 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1900) , the Govern.cnt 
of Kerala hereby remove the said members Sarvasree A. Úlohammed Kunju 
(Ex-President and now Member) and P. K. Shanmughom , member from the 
Karunagappally Panchayat Committee with effect from 2-7-1974 . 


By order of the Governor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 
Secretary. 

[P. T. o .] 
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Explanatory Nore 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to ndicate 
the general purport, 

It has been reported to Government that Sri A. Mohammed Kunju , 
Ex -President of the Karunagappally Panchayat and at present a men.ber of 
the Parhayat and Sci P K. Shanmughom , a member of the Karunaga 
ppally Panchayat are responsible for the bogus insertion of the Panchayat 
r solurions No. Il to 17 da1cd 31-3- 966 in the minutes book of the 
Panchayat. The above action of the members is quite irregular and 
tantamounts to wilful abuse of powers vested in them . Government have 
therefore decided to remove the said members from the Karunagappally 
Panchayat Committee, after giving due opportunity for their written expla 
nat ons against the decision . This notification is issued for the above 
purpose . 
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Sectior iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. G. O. Rt. 606 /74 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th June 1974 . 
S. R. O. No. 486 /74. - Under sut - section (5 ) of section 6 of the 
Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act, 1969 (22 of 1969), the Government of 
Kerala hereby make the following amendments to their notification issued 
under G.O.Rt. No. 451/73 / LBR . dated the 9th April, 1973, and published 
as S.R.O. No. 279/73 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 19 dated 8th 
May, 1973 , as subsequently amended , namely: 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said notification , under the heading “ Name and designation of 
officials nominated by the Government” . 

(1) for the entry " 5. Shri K. H. Namboodirippad , Deputy Commis 
sioner Excise), North Zone, Kozhikode" , the following entry shall be 
substituted , namely : 
« 5. Shri P. Gaghunathan Deputy Commissioner (Excise), 

North Zone, Kozhikode. " 
( 2) for the entry " 6. Shri K.Manchukutty Menon , Joint Secretary 
to Government, Law Department” , the following entry shall be substituted , 
namely : 
" 6. Shri P. A. Srinivasan Joint Secretary to Government, 

Law Department." 

By order of the Governor , 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
the general purport). 

The two official directors of the T. W. W. F. Board viz . Sri 
K. H. Namboodirippad and Sri K. Manchukutty Menon vacated their 
respective posts due to promotion and thus they ceased to be directors . 
Government intend to fill up these vacancies by appointing the above. 
mentioned officers as official - directors of the T. W. W. F. Board . The 
notification is to serve the above purpose. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. 0. Rt. No. 1067/74. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd May 1974 . 
S.R O.No. 487/74. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2 ) of section 82 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1961 ( 32 of 1960 ), 
the Govern inent of Kerala , after consulting the Purakkad Panchayat 
hereby assume the administration of the land described in the schedule 
lbelow, vested in the said Panchayat and registered in the Revenue 
Records as “ Thodu Poramboke " . 

SCHEDULE 
District--Alleppey 

Taluk - Ambalapuzlia . 
Name up Village - Purakkad. 
Sy " No. - 290,7C2. 
Extent ( lectare) -0* 0067 . 

Explanatory Note 
This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
general purport. The land is poramboke (Thollu ) which stands vested in 
the Purakkad Panchayat. The Purakkad Panchayat has agreed to transfer 
the lands to the Central Government for the development of National 
Flighway. 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ, നമ്പർ 487174. - 1960 - ല കരള് പഞ്ചായത്ത് (ആനൂകാം 
(1960 - ലെ 32 ) 82 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(2) ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാര 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്. കേരള സർ ക്കാർ, പുറക്കാട് പഞ്ചായത്തുമായി - 
ആലോചിച്ചശേഷം, താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും പ്രസ്തുത പഞ്ചായ 
രത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായതും, " തോടുപുറമ്പോക്കായി റവന്യൂരേഖ കളി ൽ രേഖ 
പ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമിയുടെഭരണം ഇതിനാൽ ഏറെറടുത്ത രിക്കുന്നു . .. 

പട്ടിക 
ില്ല- ആലപ്പുഴ: 

താലൂക്ക " -അമ്പലപ്പുഴ. 
വില്ലേജിന്റെ പേര്- പുറക്കാട് 
സർവ്വ നമ്പർ_290.7സി 2 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം - ( ഹെക്ടർ) (0.0067 

പിശദികർണകുറിപ്പ് 
ഇത " പരസ്യത്തിൻറ പാ . എന്നാൽ പാതു ഉദ്ദേശത്തെസൂചിപ്പിക്കു 
ന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാണ്. പ്രസ്തുത ഭൂമി പുറംമ്പോക്കും ( തോട 
പുറക്കാട് പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുള്ളതും ആകുന്നു . പുറക്കാട 
പഞ്ചായ ത്ത് പസ തുത ഭൂമി നാഷണൽ ഹൈവേയുടെ വികസനത്തിനായി 
കവ "( 3 ഗവൺമെൻറിന് കെ മാററം ചെയ്യാമെന്ന് സമ്മതിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്; 

By order of the Governor , 
u . NIAHABALA Rao , 

Sarolar) 


G. 1131 


Kerala Gazette No. 27 dated 2nd July 1974 . 
PARTI 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works ( Transport (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24504/TCI/74 /PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th June 1974 . 
S.R.O. No. 483/74.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 4 of 
the schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicle ( Taxation of passengers and 
goods) Act , 1963 ( 25 of 1963) and in partial modification of Notification I 
No. 49087/TB2/71/PW dated the 1st June 1972 published as S.R.O. 
No, 262/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287, dated the 
1st June 1972 as modified by Notification I No. 29186 / TB2/72 /PW dated 
the 7th September 1972 published as S.R.O. No. 462/72 published in the 
Gazette Extra ordinary No. 496 dated the 7th September 1972 and 
Notification I No. 39011/ TB2/72/PW dated the 29th September 1972 
published as S.R.O. No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette extra ordinary 
No. 538, dated the 29th September, 1972 the Government of Kerala being 
of opinion that it is necessary in the Public interest to do so hereby order 
that the totalbalance of arrears as at present of the tax due till 31-3-1972 
under the said act in respect of the stage carriages which are off road as 
mentioned in the Appendix to this Notification belonging 10 M /s New 
Kerala Bus Transport, Cannanore-2 shall be paid as a very special case 
in monthly instalments commencing from the 30th June 1974 and the 
subsequent instalments falling due before the end of every month imme 
diately following. 


Appendix 


KLC . 645 , 


KLC . 642, KLC . 643, 
• KLC . 663, KLC . 674 , KLC . 678 , 

KLC . 1307, KLC . 1344 , KLC . 1279 , 
KLC . 1705, KLC . 2107, 

KLC . 2761, 
KLC . 655 and KLC . 683 . 


KLC . 65+, 

KLC . 652, 
KLC . 679, KLC . 662, 

KLC . 1375, KLC . 1557 , 
KLC . 1128 , KLC . 15-15 , 


By order of the Governor, 
T. S. RAMAKRISHNAN , 
joint Secretary . 

(P. T. 0.] 


G. 1085 


2 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the 
reasons for issue of the Notification .) 
It has been repi esented by M /s New Kerala 

Bus Transport, 
Cannanore that they could not renit instalments of arrears of TPG on or 
before the due dates due to financial strain and had requested for further 
extension of time. Governinent have been convinced that they are really 
in financial "difficulties and as a very special case , 

extend the time as 
notified in public interest as otherwise the other vehicles beloning to the 
petitioner will be put nutíoperation causing much inconvenience to the 
students and travelling public. 
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UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, TRIVANDRUM 

PROSPECTUS 1974-75 


1. The College reopens on Monday the 3rd June 1974 . 

2. Applications for admission should be made in the prescribed form 
which can be had from the College office on payment of a sum of Rs. 2 in 
cash if the form is taken from the office in person . Applicants desiring to 
have the forms etc., sent to them by post should send an amount of Rs. 2 
by moncy order to the Principal together with a self addressed long envelope 
with stamps for Rs. 1.65 affixed , for sending the application by Registered 
Post. Postal orders, cheques or chalans will not be accepted . 

3. All applications for admission to the B.A./B.Sc. and M.A./M.Sc. 
should reach the Principal within 10 days after the publication of the results 
of the qualifying examinations of the Kerala University . Late applications 
will be considered only if there are vacancies. 

4. Applications incompletely filled up will not be considered . 

5. (a ) S.C., S.T., O.E.C. , O.B.C , S.E.B.C. applicants should 
indicate clearly on all copies of the form to which of these categories they 
belong in addition to specifying the caste or community . 

( b ) Marks of the qualifying University Examinations should be 
fully entered with details of subjects (main , subsidiary subject etc.) in all 
copies of the applications. 

6. Original mark lists and certificates will have to be produced at the 
time of interview only and they shall not be sent with the application form . 

7. Enquiries will be answered only if they are accompanied by self 
addressed stamped envelopes. 
8. The following courses ofstudy are offered : 
B.A. and B.Sc. pass courses ( Three year course after 

Pre-Degree Examination ) 
Part 1 English . 
Part II Additional language : Malayalam , Hindi, Tamil. Sanskrit . 

French and Arabic . 
Part III Optional subjects : 

Group 1 History L.ſain with Economics and Politics Subsidiaries. 
Group II Politics Main with Economics and World History 

Subsidiaries. 
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Group IV Philosophy Main with Abnormal Psychology and Socia 

Psychology Subsidiaries. 
Group V (a ) English Language and Literature with History of 

England and World History Subsidiaries. 
( b) Malayalam Language and Literature with Kerala 

History and Sanskrit Subsidiaries. 
(c) Sanskrit Language and Literature with Outlines of. 

Indian Culture Subsidiary. 
(d ) Hindi Language and Literature . with History of 

Indian Culture and Correspondence and Secretarial 

Drafting in Hindi. 
(e) Tamil Language and Literature with History of 

South India Subsidiary. 
(1) Arabic Language and Literature with Islamic History 
Subsidiary . 

B. Sc. 
Group 

Mathematics Main Physics and Statistics Subsidiary 
Group Il Physics Main Mathematics and Chemistry Subsidiary 
Group 111 Chemistry Main Physics and Mathematics Subsidiary 
Group IV . Botany Main Chemistry and Zoology Subsidiary 
Group . V Zoology Main Chemistry and Botany Subsidiary 
Group VI Geology Main Physics and Chemistry Subsidiary 

Women students are not normally admitted to courses in this collcge if 
csuh parallel courses are available in the Women s College, Trivandrum 
These rules are subject to modification . 

M. A , Course 
Branch I Philosophy 

II History 
III Economics 
IV English 

V Sanskrit 
VI Malayalam 
VII Hindi and 

VIII : Arabic 
M. Sc. Courge . 
Branch I Mathematics 

II Physics 
III Chemistry 
IV Botany 
V Zoology 
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9. Students will be selected for admission to the B.A./B.Sc. course on 
the basis of the results of the Pre-Degree Examination and those for the 
M.A./M.Sc. course on the basis of the results of the B.A./B.Sc. Degree 
Examination and admissions will be made according to the rules in force 
from time to time. 

For selection to the M.Sc. course, the applicants should have secured 
at least 55 % marks in Part III (Main and subsidiary subjects together). 
For S.C./S.T . students the minimum shall be 50 % and for O. B. C. 
students 53 % 

For admission to the M.A. course the applicants should have secured 
45 % marks in Part III. For the language groups those securirg 50 % 
marks in Part I English or Part II ( for languages other than English ) will 
also be eligible. ( The 5 % concession in maiks for S.C./S.T . students and 
the 2 % concession for O. B. C. students will be applicable). 

Fifteen per cent of the total seats for each of the B.A./B. Sc. and M.A./ 
M.Sc. courses is reserved for candidates belonging to the scheduled castes 
and five per cent for candidates belonging to scheduled tribes. 

Five per cent of the total seats for each of the M A./M.Sc. courses is 
reserved for candidates belonging to Socially and Educationally backward 
communities, provided that a candidate is eligible for the benefit of reserva 
tion of the aggregate income (i. e. income of all members in his/ her family 
from all sources taken together) is less than Rs. 6,000 (Rupees Six thousand 
only ) per annum . 

10. The Principal reserves the right to reject any application without 
assigning reasons therefor. 

11. Applicants provisionally selected will be required to interview the 
Principal on a specified date and those who fail to appear for the interview 
will forfeit their chance of admission . 

The following documents should be produced at the time of interview : 

(i) Original mark lists of the qualifying examination . 
(ii) Transfer certificate . 
( iii ) A conduct certificate from the Principal of the College last 

attended . 
(iv ) An undertaking as follows countersigned the guardian : 

" I promise to obey all rules and orders of tle college authorities 
and to help in the maintenance of discipline while I am a 

student of the college" 
In the case of cand dates belonging to socially and educ tionally 
backward communities a certificate from the Tahsildar of his/her 
place stating the community to which he/she belongs and giving 
particulars regarding the aggregate income (i. e. income of all 
members in his/her family from all source taken together per 
annum ) . 


Y. 


Students belonging to the scheduled caste , scheduled tribes and 
other backwird communities should produce community certi. 
ficates from the Tahsildır and those who seek financial assistance 
should on 

the date of interview also produce the following 
documents : 
(a ) An application in the prescribed form ( the State to 

which he/she belongs should be prominently noted at the top 

of the application 
(b ) S.S. L. f Certificate (original) 
(c ) A certificate from the Tahsildar of his/ her place stating 

that his/her guardian has been a resident of this State for 
the last five or more years and giving particulars regarding 

annual income of the guardia.n . 
( d ) A certificate from the Head of the Institution last attended as 

to whether the candidate was in receipt of financial con 
cession previously and it so the year and course during 

which such concession was enjoyed . 
(e) A true copy of the mark list (attested by a gazetted officer 

of the Kerala Government) or by the Head of the Institution 
last attended by the applicant) should be attached to the 

application for concession.. 
(f) Financial assistance to S. E. B.C. students will be granted 

as per rules in force from time to time.. Such students 
seeking financial assistance should produce from the con 
cerned Tahsildar a certificate rexarding the annual family 
income of the f.mily to which the applicant belongs as also 

a community certificate . 
12. Students who are finally selected for admission after interview will 
be required to pay the first instalment of fces immediately. The following 
tre the rate of fecs payable at the time of admission : 
Tuition fee 

Rs . 18 for B.A./B.Sc . 

Rs. 20 for M.A./M.Sc . 
Library fee 

Rs. 2 
Sports fce 

Rs. 3 
Medical Inspection fee 

Rs 2 
Calendir fee 

Re, 
Association fee 

Rs. 2 
Students Ad Fund (Voluntary ) Re . 1 
Magazine fee 

Rs: 3 
Visual Education fee 

Re. 1 
Adinission fee 

Rs. 10 , 
Afiliation fee 

Re. 1 
University Union fee 

Rc . 
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Laboratory fee (B.Sc.) 

Rs. 10 for main and Rs. 5 for each 

subsidiary exceptMathematics 
Laboratory fee for M.Sc. Rs. 45 payable in one instalment 

(exceptMathematics) 
Recognition fee 

Rs. 10 

do . 
Deposits payable at the beginning of every academic year. 

Library Laboratory Total 

Rs. Rs. Rs. 
M.A./B.A . 

25 

25 
M.Sc./B.Sc. 

25 25 

50 
Note : The rates of fees given above are liable to change 

13. There is an association of parents and teachers in the College to 
look after the welfare of the students. The memberships of the association 
is open to the parents/ guardians of all the students of the college. The 
parents /guardians are requested to enroll themselves as members of the 
association by paying a membership fee of Rs. 3 at the time af admission of 
their wards to the college. 

14. The above rules are subject to modification . 


Trivandrum , 

1-6-1974 . 


R. SURYANARAYANAN 

Principal 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex . E6-23478/ 74 . 

14th June 1974. 
KERALA GOVERNMENT TECHNICAL EXAMINATION --- NOTICE 
REGARDING THE ISSUE OF GROUP CERTIFICATE & DIPLOMAS 

Candidates who have at the Kerala Government Technical Examina 
tions held in 1973 completed the tests prescribed for a Group Certificate or a 
Diploma held from ay 1958 onwards, but have not obtained the Group 
Certificates or Diplomas are directed to furnish to the Secretary to the 
Commissioner for Government Examinations, Trivandrum - 14 , on or Lefore 
25-7-1974 with the information required under several heads in the a inexed 
form together with the origir:al certificate in the subjects constituting the 
Group for which the candidates require Group Certificates or Diplomas. 

No notice will be taken of any application for a Group Certificate or 
Diploma which does not contain all the required particulars. Applications 
received after 25-7-1974 will not be considered . 

A list of candidateswho are eligible for Group Certificates and Diplomas 
will be published in the Kerala Gazette soon after the issue of the same. 

Candidates should , carefully note the subjects constituting the various 
groups which are given in Annexure II of the Notification before forwarding 
the application . 

No application forms wil be supplied from this office. Typed or 
manuscript formsmay be used . Applicationswhich are not accompanied 
with the original certificates will not be entertained . 

Candidates should note that the Group Certificate or Diplomas will not 
be issued to a candidate who completed tests constituting a group by passing 
K. G. T. Examination and M.G. T. Examination , 
Ottice of the Cotnmissioner 

O. A. Mathew , 
for Soverninent Examinations, 

Secretary to the Commissioner 
Trivanduտ -14 

for Government Examination . 

Annexure I 
FORM OF APPLICATION FOR GROUP CERTIFICATES OR DIPLOMAS 
1. Register Number and the centre where 

the candidate appeared for the 

Examination . 
2. Name of candidate as published in the 

Gazette * 
3. Father s name 
4. Subject passed 

(a ) Subject 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 

4 . 
. * The entries in column 2 of the above table should exactly correspond 

with the entries in the respective pass lists and certificates, wherever 
they do not correspond, the necessary explanation and proof of 

identity should be submitted . 
G. 120/ J. 


(b ) Grade 


( c ) CI ss 


5. Year and month in which the Examina 

tion was held . 
6. Full addies of the candidate ( Postal 

ad- lress should be furnished clearly ) 
7. Certificates from a Gazetted officer to 

the effect that the applicant is the 
identical person who appeared for and 
passed one or more subjects mentioned 
in the fum (Designation of the 
authority granting the certificate 

should invariably bc furnished ) t 
Plice : 
Date : 

Signature of the applicant 
† The certificates dem anded in column 7 of the table need not however 

be submitted by an applic.ut in employment, provided the application 

is made through the Head of the office in which he/she is employed . 
N. B. - No notice will be taken of the application for Group certificates or 

Diplom is, in the required original certificates constituting the Group 
are not enclosed . 


Annexure II 
NAME OF SUBJECTS AND GRADES CONSTITUTING VARIOUS GROUPS 

FOR THE CERTIFICATES AND DIPLOMAS 

1. Group Certificates 
(a ) Group Certificate in Surveying and Levelling : 
Surveying and Levelling 

Higher 
Earth work and Road-making 

do . 
Applied Mechanics 

Lower 
Mensuration 

do . 
Geometrical Drawing 

do . 
1 ) Group Certificate in Building Materials & Construction - 
Building Materials and Construction 

Higher 
Earth work and Road -making 

do . 
Applied Mechanics 

Lower 
Building Drawing and Estimating 

do . 
Mensuration 

do. 
(c) Group Certificate in Building Drawing and Estimating 
Building Drawing and Estimating 

Higher 
Building Materials and Construction 

do. 
Geometrical Drawing 

Lower 
Menguration 

do . 
Earth work and Road -making 

do . 
Applied Mechanics 

do. 


- 


3 


. 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 
do . 
do . 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 

do . 
do . 
do . 


Higher 
Lower 
Higher 
Lower 
do . 


d ) Group Certificate in IIydraulics and Irrigation : 

Hydraulics and Irrigation 
Build ng Matials and Construction 
Applied Mechancs 
Earth work and Road-making 

Mensuration 
(e) Group Certificate in Machine Consti uction : 

Machine Construction 
Heat Engines 
Machine Drawing 
Applied Mechanics 
Mensurat.on 

Geometrical Drawing 
(T ) Group Certificate in Machine Drawing : 

Machine Drawing 
Applied Mechanics 
Machine Construction 
Mensuration 

Geometrical Drawing 
(8) Group Certificate in Electrical Engineering : 

Electric Light and Power 
Heat Engines 
Machine Drawing 
Applied Mechanics 

Mensuration 
(h ) Group Certificate in Automobile Engineering : 

Motor Mechanism and Driving 
Auto Servicing and Maintenance 
Heat Engines 
Machine Drawing 

Applied Mechanics 
(i) Group Certificate in Drawing : 

Freehand outline and Model Drawing 
Design 
Geometrical Drawing 

Painting 
( j) Group Certificate in Proof Reading and Composing : 

Compositor s work 
Proof Reader s work 
Machine work 
Press work 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 
do . 
do . 


Higher 

do. 
Lower 

do . 
do . 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 
do . 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 
do. 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 


do . 


Higher 

do . 
Lower 


Higher 

do . 


Higher 

do . 


Higher 

do . 
do . 


(k ) Group Certificate in Aachine work : 

Machine work 
Press work 
Compositor s work 

Book Binding 
(1) Group Certificate in Book Binding : 

Bok Binding 
Machine work 

Printers Warehouse work 
( m ) Group Certificate in Needle work & Dress making : 

Needle work and Dress making 

Embroidery 
(n ) Group Certificate in Tailoring - 

Tailoring 

Needle work and Dress making 
( o ) Group Certificate in Shorthand & Typewriting : 

Typewriting 
Shorthand 

Theory and Practice of Commerce 
( 1 ) Group Certificate in Accountancy : 

Accountancy 

Theory and Practice of Commerce 
( 9 ) Goup Certificate in Binkin ; 

Banking 
Commercial Geography 
Theory and Practice of Commerce 

2. Group Diplomas 
(2 ) Group Diploma in Drawing : 

Freehand Outline and Model Drawing 
Geometrical Drawing 
Design 

Painting 
(b ) Group Diploma in Crafts : 

Handloom Weaving and Spinning . 
Needle work and Dress making 
Tailoring 

Embroidery 
(c ) Grup Diploma in Commerce : 

Theory and Practice of Commerce 
Accountancy 
Commercial Geography 
Banking 
Shorthand 


Higher 

dn . 


Higher 
do . 
do . 


Higher 

do . 
do . 
do . 


Higher 


do . 


do. 


do. 


Higher 
do . 
do . 
do . 
Lower 
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കേരളനിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടറിയേറ് 


പരസ്യം 


നമ്പർ 2184| എൽ എ 4/74 , 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1974 മാർച്ച് 28. 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെനടപടിക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹ 6.11 വും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 

67 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം 1974- ലെ കേരള കച്ചമ്മോൺ ബിൽ 
ഉദ്ദേശകാരണവിവരണത്തോടും ധനകാര്യമെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്തോടുംകൂടി ( പസിദ ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

ഡോക്ടർ ആർ. പ്രസന്നൻ, 
നിയമസഭാ സെകട്ടറി, 


//++ 679 


1974 - ലെ കേരള കച്ച് മെമ്മോൺ ബിൽ 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്തിലെ കച്ച് മെമ്മോണുകളുടെ പിൻതുടർച്ചാ 
വകാശവും ദായകമവും സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള കാര്യങ്ങൾ 

നിയന്തിക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള ഒരു ബിൽ 
പീഠിക -കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്തിലെ കച്ച മെമ്മോണുകളുടെ പിൻതുടർച്ചാ 
വകാശവുംദായകമവും സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള കാര്യങ്ങൾ നിയന്ത്രിക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
നിയമം ഏകീകരിക്കുന്നത്യുക്തമായിരിക്കുകയാൽ 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തിഅഞ്ചാം സംവത്സരത്തിൽ താഴെ 
പറയും പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1 . ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും വ്യാപ്തിയും ആരംഭവം - ഈ ആക്ററിന് 1974 - ലെ 
കേരള കച്ച മെമ്മാൺ ആക്ററ് എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 
( 2 ) ഇതിന് 

കേരളസംസ്ഥാനം മുഴുവൻ വ്യാപ്തിയുണ്ടായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

(3 ) ഇത് ഉടൻതന്നെ നടപ്പിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2. ചില കാര്യങ്ങളിൽ കച്ച് മൊമ്മാണുകൾക്ക്മുഹമ്മദീയസംബന്ധി 
ച്ചുളള നിയമം ബാധകമായിരിക്കുന്ന്. - പി തുടർച്ചാവകാശവും ദായ 
കമ പും സംബന്ധിച്ചുളള കാര്യങ്ങളിൽ കേരളസംസ്ഥാനത്തി ലെ എല്ലാ കച്ച 
മെമ്മോണുകൾക്കുംമുഹമ്മദീയരെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള നിയമം ബാധകചായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

3 . റദ്ദാക്കൽ. - 1956- ലെ സംസ്ഥാനപുന സംഘടന ആക്റ്( 1956- ലെ 
37-ാം കേന്(ദആക്റാ ) 5 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പി ൽ പരാമർശിക്കുന്ന 
മലബാർ ജില്ലയിൽ പ്രാബല്യത്തിലിരിക്കുന്ന 1938- ല കച്ച് മെമ്മോണ കാ 
(1938- ലെ 10 -ാം കേന്ദ ആക്ററ്)-9 - 1117- ലെ തിരുവിതാംകൂർ കച്ച 
മെർമാൻആക്ററ് (1117- ലെ XIV ), 1106 - ലെ 11 -ാം കച്ച ജോൺ 
ആക്ററ് ( കൊച്ചി ആക്ററ്)-- ഇതിനാൽ റദ്ദാക്കുന്നു . 
G , 1039 


ഉദ° ദേശകാരണവിവരണം 
സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കച്ച ° മെമ്മോണുകളുടെ പിൻതുടർച്ചാവകാശവും ദയയ 
(കമവും നിയ ന്തിക്കുന്നതിനുളള നിയ ങ്ങൾ .1117 - ലെ തിരുവിതാംകൂർ കച്ച 
മെമ്മോൺ ആക്ററ് (1 !17 - ലെ XIV). ലും , 1106- ലെ IV-ാം കച്ച് മെമ്മോൺ 
ആക്ററ് ( കൊച്ചി ആക°on )- ലും , 1938 - ലെ കച്ച് ജോൺസ് ആക്റ് 
(1938- ലെ 10 -ാം കേന °( ആക്റം)-ലും അടങ്ങിയിരിക്കുന്നു . സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ 
കച്ച് ജോണുകൾക്ക് ബാധകമായ ഒരൊററ നിയമം 

ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നത് 
യുക്തമാണെന്ന് കരുതുന്നു . 

2. മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ 
ഈ ബിൽ, 


ധനകാര്യമെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 


ഈ ബിൽ നിയമമാക്കി നടപ്പിലാക്കിയാൽ സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ 
നിന്നുംയാതൊരു ചെലവുംഉണ്ടാകുന്നതല്ല . 

വക്കം പുരുഷോത്തമൻ, 
! A true translation ) 

A. P. PERUMAL 
Additional Hand Translator.. 
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കേരള നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടേറിയറ 


പ ര സ്യ • 


വ് നാദ 


നമ്പർ 1160/എൽ. എ 4/74. തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1914. ഫെഡുവരി 11, 

കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ നടപടിക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 67 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാ 

പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധിക 
നികുതിയും കാഴ്ചനികുതി യി ൻമേലുളള 

സർച്ചാർജും 

സംബന്ധിച്ച 
1974- ലെ കേരള ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, ഉദ്ദേശാണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണത്തോടും 
ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്തോടുംകൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടേറിയററ്, 

ഡോക്ടർ ആർ, പ്രസന്നൻ, 
തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 

നിയമസഭാ സെകട്ടറി. 


നാലാം 


1 


കേരള നിയമസഭ ബിൽ നമ്പർ 180 
വിനോദപരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധിക നികുതിയും കാഴ്ച നികുതിയിൻ 
മേലുളള സർച്ചാർജും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1974- ലെ കേരള ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 

വിനോദ പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധികനികുതിയും കാഴ്ച നികുതിയിന 
മേലുളള സർച്ചാർജും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1963- ലെ കേരള ആക്ററ് വീണ്ടും 
ഭേദഗതിചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ബിൽ. 

പീഠിക -വിനോദ പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധികനികുതിയും കാഴ്ച നികു 
തിയിൻ. മലുളള സർച്ചാർജും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1963 - ലെ കേരള ആക്ററ് ഇതിനു 
ശേഷം കാണുന്ന ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതിചെയ്യേണ്ടത്. യുക്ത 
മായിരിക്കയാൽ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തിയഞ്ചാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴ 
പറയും പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

: 1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും, ആരംഭവും. - (I) ഈ ആക്ററിന് വിനോദപരി 
പാടികൾക്കുളള അധികനികുതി ലും കാഴ്ച നികുതിയി..മേലുളള സർച്ചാർജും 
സം ബന്ധിച്ച 1974- ലെ കേരള ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്ററ് എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 
(2 ) ഇത ഗസററിൽ പരസ്യംമൂലം സർക്ക :3 

നിശ ചയിക്കുന്ന 
തീയതി പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നപാണ്. 

2. 2 -ാം വകുപ്പിനു പക :ം പു തിയ വകുപ്പ് ചേർക്കൽ. - വിനേ.8 
പരിപാടികൾക്കുള അ ധി ക ന ക ി യ ം കാഴച ന കുതിയിൻമേലുള 
സർച്ചാർജും സംബ ന ° ധിച്ച 19 3- ചെ , രള ആകാറിൽ ( 1963- ലെ 22, 
(ഇതിനുശേഷം പ്രധാന ആ കറ ” എന്നാണ് പറയപ്പെടുന്നത്) 2 -ാം വകുപ്പിനു 
പകരം താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന വകുപ്പ്ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . അതായത് : - . 

2. വിനോദ പരിപാടികളിൻമേൽ കൂടുതൽ നികുതി പു 11 ൽ. -- 
വിനോദപരിപാടികൾക്കുളള ibuധിക നിക്യതിയും കാഴ d ) നികത. ( ൻ 
zലുളള സർച്ചാർജും സം ബന്ധ ച്ച 1974- ലെ കേരള ( c ഗാമി; ആക്ര 
നടപ്പായിവരുന്ന അസം, അന്നുമുതൽക്കും പ്രാബല്യത്തോടുകൂടി 1961- ലെ 
G. 1001 


കോ തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥ, m വിനോദ നികുതി ആക്റം (1961- ലെ 20) 
3 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം വിനോദ പരിപാടികൾക്കുള്ളനികുതി ചുമത്തുന്നതിന 
വിധ്യമാണ ഏതൊരു വിനോദ പര" പിടിക്കും |പവേശനത്ത നു , കൊടു 
കുന്നഏതൊരു തുകയിൻമേലും, വിനോദപരിപാടികൾക്കു ഉള നികുതിയുടെ 
അൻപതു ശതമാനത്തിൽ കുറയാത്തതും അറുപത്താറും മൂന്നിൽ രണ്ട് ശതമാന 
ത്തിൽ കവിയാത്തതുമായ നിരക്കിൽകണക്കാക്കിയ അധിക നികുതിചുമത്തുന്ന 
താണ് 11 

3. 4 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻ- ഭേദഗതി. - പധാന ആക്ററിന്റെ 4 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ 
അവസാന വാചകം വിട്ടുകളയേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 


. 


ഉദ്ദേശകാംണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണം 
വിനോദ പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധിക നികുതിയും കാഴ്ച നികുതിയിൻ 
മേലുളള സർച്ചാർജും സംബന്ധിച്ച . 1963- ലെ കേരള ആക്ററ് 2 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
( പകാരം, പ്രവേശനത്തിനു നൽകുന്ന പണത്തെ ആസ്പദമാക്കി വിനോദ 
പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള അധിക 

നികുതി 

5 പൈസയും, 10 6 പൈസയും, 
20 പൈസയും ആകുന്നു . 

അധിക നികുതി വിനോദ 

പരിപാടികൾക്കുളള 
നികുതിയുടെ ഒരു നിശ്ചിത ശതമാനമായിരിക്കേണ്ടത ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് 
കരുതുന്നു . അതനുസരിച്ച്, അധിക നികുതിവിനോദപരിപാടികൾക്കുളള 
നികതിയുടെ50 ശതമാനത്തിൽ കുറയാതെയു ? 66 213 ശതമാനത്തിൽ കൂട 
യുമിരിക്കാൻ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനു നിർദ്ദേശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 
2. ഇപ്പോൾ 

തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ ° ഥാനങ്ങൾ പിരിച്ചുകൊണ്ടിരിക്കു 
നതും, പിരിച്ചെടുക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള ചെലവു കഴിച്ച് ബാക്ക | സർക്കാരിൽ 
അടയ്ക്കുന്നതുമായ വിനോദ പരിപാടി കൾക്കുളള അധിക നികുതിയുടെയും 
കാഴ " ച നികുതിയ .ൻമേലുളള സർച്ചാർജിൻറയും മുഴുവൻ പിരിവും ബന്ധ 
പ്പെട്ട തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാനങ്ങൾക്കു ലഭിക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്നും കരുതുന്നു . 

3. ഈ ബിൽ മുകളിൽ പറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശം നിറവേറ്റുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശി 
ച്ചുളളതാണ്, 


ധനകാർ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 


ഈ ബിൽ നിയമമാക്കി ( പാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവന്നാൽ സംസ്ഥാന 
സ്വിത നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും : യാ തൊരു ചെലവുമുണ്ടാകുന്നതല്ല . എന്നാൽ 
1973-74 സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിലെ സർക്കാരിൻറ റവന്യ സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ബഡ്: റ( 9 എസ്റ മററ് അനുസരിച്ച്, സർക്കാർ വിനോദ പരിപാടിക 
ക്കളള 

അധിക നികുതിയായി : 6 (1,30,000 രൂപയും കാഴ്ച നികുതിയിൽ 
മേലുളള സർച്ചാർജ് ഇനത്തി ൽ 3,71,000 രൂപയും ( പതീക്ഷിക്കുന്നു . 

തു കൊണ്ട ബിൽ നിയമമാക്കി പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവന്നാൽ സർക്കാ 
രി 1 വർഷ തോറും ഏകദേശം 64,00,000 രൂപ നഷ്ടപ്പെടുന്നതാണ്. 

ക . അവുക്കാദർകുട്ടി നഹ 
( A True Translatio1) 

A. P. PERUMAL, 
4stional Head Tyaxslatar. 


